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This volume contains the Minutes of the Naval Commission, which was in session from
February 27th to July 20th, I932.

The Naval Commission was set up by the General Commission on February 25th, I932,
in consequence of the following resolution, adopted by the Conference on the 24 th of the same
month

"The Conference,
" Approving the proposals of the Bureau on the action to be taken in regard to the

plans and proposals which have been placed before it

" () Decides to transmit to the General Commission these plans and proposals,
as well as the draft Convention (with annexes) prepared by the Preparatory Commission,
which may serve as a framework for the work of the Conference;

"(2) Requests the General Commission to proceed to a preliminary study of, and
to co-ordinate, the said plans and proposals and the draft Convention;

" (3) Decides that, without prejudice to the rules of procedure,l the General
Commission shall be authorised to constitute, as and when the need arises, such
commissions, sub-commissions or committees as it may consider desirable, and, in
particular, the land, naval, air and national defence expenditure commissions.

" Such commissions, sub-commissions or committees will report to the General
Commission on the matters which it refers to them."

The Naval Commission appointed the following officers

President: M. E. COLBAN (Norway), succeeded by M. E. MoREsco (Netherlands);

Vice-Presidents: M. M. DUPRE (Canada); TEVFIK Bey (Turkey), succeeded by Cemal
HUsNt Bey (Turkey);

Rapporteur: M. K. I. WESTMAN (Sweden);

Secretary: Commander B. F. ADAMS, Secretary of the Naval Sub-Commission of the
Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions; Member
of the Disarmament Section of the League of Nations.

1 Part V of the Rules of Procedure reads as follows :

"V. COMMISSIONS.
" I. The Conference shall have the right, according to the exigencies of the business on hand

and convenience of work, to set up commissions on which all delegations may be represented by
a delegate, who may be assisted by advisers, experts and secretaries. Committees may also be set
up consisting of delegates of a limited number of countries.

" 2. Each Commission shall appoint its Chairman and its Vice-Chairman or its Vice-Chairmen
and shall, at the appropriate time, appoint one or more Rapporteurs.

" 3. The Commissions may themselves set up sub-commissions."
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FIRST MEETING

Held on Saturday, February 27th, I932, at ii a.m.

The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON in the chair.

I. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMMISSION.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Naval Commission had met, in pursuance of the decision
taken by the Bureau of the Conference on the previous day, to proceed, in accordance with
Article 5, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure, to elect a President, Vice-Presidents, andRapporteurs. The Commission would therefore be invited to elect first a President by secretballot in conformity with the Rules of Procedure, Article 13, unless it decided otherwise.
One or more Vice-Presidents and Rapporteurs would then be appointed in the same way.

M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) proposed that the Commission should electonly its President at the present meeting and that the appointment of the Vice-Presidents andRapporteurs should be postponed until it was known who the members of the Commission
were to be.

A greed.

M. COLBAN (Norway) was elected President by acclamation.

SECOND MEETING

Held on Wednesday, March 9th, I932, at 4 p.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

2. ELECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS AND RAPPORTEUR.

M. DUPRE (Canada) and TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) were elected Vice-Presidents, andM. WESTMAN (Sweden) was elected Rapporteur, by acclamation.

3. - EXAMINATION OF THE LIST OF QUESTIONS REFERRED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION
TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION (document Conf. D. Io3).

The PRESIDENT read the following decision reached by the General Commission withregard to the organisation of the work (document Conf. D.ioi, No. 4).
" I. The General Commission should, as a rule, first discuss all questions from thepoint of view of the principles involved;
" 2. After this discussion, the questions should, if advisable, be referred at the

appropriate point to the Special Commissions;

" 3. Questions which do not require preliminary discussion from the point of viewof the principles involved may be referred immediately by the General Commissionto the Special Commissions;

" 4. The Special Commissions should report to the General Commission on the mattersdealt with. It is, of course, always open to the Special Commissions to lay before theGeneral Commission any questions of principle which prevent progress and which theyare not in a position to settle themselves."

These, he said, were the principles which should guide the Naval Commission in decidingin what order it ought to examine the questions submitted to it.
NAVAL COMMISSION 1.



The list of these questions (document Conf. D.Io3., pages. 4 and 5) was rather long, but
they might be divided into three groups:

I. Questions such as Nos. io, II, I2, 13, 14, I6, I7, 24 and 25, which the Naval

Commission could examine immediately.

2. As regards other questions, particularly that of personnel, the Naval Commission
would be merely wasting its time if it were to begin to study them before it knew what
decisions had been taken on the same subjects by the Land and Air Commissions.

3. With regard to definitions, submarines, aircraft carriers, capital ships, etc.,
certain decisions of principle would have first of all to be taken by the General Commission
or the Political Commission.

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) said that, in examining the list of questions, he

had also noted that the Naval Commission would not be able to consider certain questions
usefully until it knew what decisions had been taken in connection therewith by the Land

and Air Commissions. For instance, the decisions with regard to aircraft carriers would depend

on those reached by the Air Commission with regard to aircraft. Other questions, as the
President had rightly pointed out, could not be considered by the Naval Commission until

decisions in regard to principle had been reached by the General Commission and the Political
Commission.

Consequently, it would be desirable to appoint a sub-committee to classify the questions
submitted to the Naval Commission into three groups, and to prepare an agenda defining the

order in which those questions should be considered. He made a formal proposal that the
President should be authorised to appoint such a sub-committee, which would submit a duly

substantiated report.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) communicated to the Commission a message from

Sir Bolton Eyres Monsell, First Lord of the Admiralty, who expressed his regret at not being

able for the present to participate in the work of the Commission, as he was detained in London
by the discussion of the Naval Estimates in Parliament.

The United Kingdom delegation fully supported Mr. Swanson's proposal.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) also agreed with the proposal of the United States delegate.

He pointed out that certain questions could not very easily be fitted into the general programme
prepared by M. Benes. For instance, the Argentine had formally proposed that States non-

signatories of the London Naval Convention should be invited to agree to refrain from building

capital ships-i.e., warships of over Io,ooo tons. That was a question for the General
Commission.

All the delegations, however, would be able to explain their views when the sub-committee's
report came to be discussed.

M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) also acceded to the suggestion of the United

States delegate. The proposed sub-committee should consist of only a few members and

should get into touch with the other Commissions through the President of the Naval

Commission, who would thus ensure liaison.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the proposal of the United States delegate.

MI. Charles DUMONT (France) noted that the President, when examining the list of questions

submitted to the Naval Commission, had immediately arrived at the same conclusion as that

which had occasioned the proposal of the United States delegate-i.e., the necessity of dividing
these questions into three groups. Why then should the Bureau itself not be entrusted with

the task of preparing this classification ? All the delegations would thus be sure that their

views would be taken into consideration, whereas if a sub-committee were appointed it would

either have to include a representative of each delegation (in which case it would be the whole

Naval Commission under another name) or else some dissatisfaction might be caused.

The PRESIDENT thought it would not be difficult to satisfy all the speakers. Obviously, in

so important a question, the Bureau should consult all delegations which showed that they

were particularly interested in the question. The Bureau was prepared to carry out the task

defined by the United States delegate with the assistance of the representatives of the aforesaid
delegations.

Admiral ACTON (Italy), M. QUINTANA (Argentine) and M. Charles DUMONT (France)

supported the President's proposal.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand) drew the Commission's attention to the desirability

of defining the expression " effectives " This word had been interpreted in many different

ways. It was indispensable that its exact meaning should be determined.



The PRESIDENT noted that the Bureau had been instructed to submit a. report with
explanations, classifying the questions submitted to the Naval Commission into three groups
and defining the order of priority of those questions. The Bureau would get into touch semi-
officially with the various delegations, in order that its report should reflect all the opinions
expressed.

Whenever a question had to be examined by the Bureau, the delegations would, of course,
always be entitled to submit their observations to it, either verbally or in writing.

M. DE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) emphasised the importance of Sir Thomas Wilford's
remark, and proposed that, in order to avoid any confusion, the Bureau should be asked to
elucidate terms which were not exactly defined.

THIRD MEETING

Held on Monday, March I4th, I932, at 10.30 a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

4. ELECTION OF A VICE-PRESIDENT TO REPLACE TEVFIK BEY.

The PRESIDENT read the following communication from the Turkish delegation

" The Turkish delegation to the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments sincerely thanks the Naval Commission for having elected Tevfik Bey as
Vice-President of the Commission, thus honouring Turkey herself.

" It requests you to be good enough to inform the Commission that it deeply regrets
that Tevfik Bey, being obliged to return to Turkey, is no longer a member of
the delegation."

Cemal HtUSNt Bey, Turkish Minister at Berne, was elected Vice-President in place of
Tevfik Bey.

5. NOTIFICATION OF NAMES OF EXPERTS TO BE PRESENT AT MEETINGS OF THE NAVAL
COMMISSION.

The PRESIDENT asked the delegations to be good enough to communicate to the Secretariat
the names of their experts who would ordinarily be present at the meetings of the Naval
Commission.

6. ADOPTION OF THE BUREAU'S REPORT AND THE ATTACHED DRAFT AGENDA
(documents Conf. D./C.N. 2 and 3).

The PRESIDENT drew attention to the conclusion of the report, which was that the
Commission would be able to deal immediately with a number of questions. In addition, there
was the opinion expressed by the New Zealand delegation, supported by the Cuban delegation,
that it would be impossible to discuss effectives until the term " effectives " had been defined.
The Land Commission had appointed a Sub-Commission to consider that point. Accordingly,
the Naval Commission would be able to deal with the matter when the Land Sub-Commission
had reached a decision.

The Bureau had also agreed with the Argentine proposal that the question of limiting
capital ships to io,ooo tons, being a question of principle, should not be discussed before
it had been examined by the General Commission.

The Bureau also agreed with the Netherlands opinion that the question of " mines
on the high seas " was one of principle which must first be discussed by the General Commission.

The Bureau fully intended to keep in touch with the Bureau of the General Commission,
with a view to expressing its opinion on questions which would have to be examined by the
General Commission before they were examined by the Naval Commission.

The Bureau had felt that the order of the items set out in the Benes report should be
adhered to. It might be asked why the definition of vessels should come at the end and not at
the beginning of the discussion. One reason was that it was probably desirable to refrain from
altering the order of the items in the report unless absolutely necessary. Secondly, it wouldbe useful to discuss a number of technical questions before coming to the question of definitions.
If, however, the Commission encountered any insuperable difficulty in technical matters
the discussion could be stopped and the question of definitions might be taken up.
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The General Commission would be sitting in the afternoon and might possibly be in a
position to solve certain questions of principle in the order set out in M. Benes' report.
Consequently, the Naval Commission itself might have a clearer vision of certain points in
a few days' time.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) said that the question of definitions was a matter of capital
importance to the Argentine delegation. That was why he had asked that it might be discussed
first. He admitted, however, that the discussion would probably be both long and complicated.
Consequently, the Argentine delegation would agree to the discussion of technical questions
first, but reserved the right to raise the point of " definitions " wherever necessary. It would
seem that some questions could hardly be discussed without discussing definitions, even before
the Commission came to consider Item 8 of the draft agenda.

The provisional agenda was adopted.

7. ITEM I OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 17 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article I7.

" No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament
prescribed by the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within
the jurisdiction of any of the High Contracting Parties."

The PRESIDENT, after reading Article I7 of the draft Convention, reminded the Commission
that certain proposals had been made by the Soviet delegation (document Conf. D.87).
The German delegation had also submitted the following amendment:

" The High Contracting Parties agree not to acquire, nor to construct nor to have
constructed war vessels of which the class, displacement or armament are not in conformity
with the provisions of the present Treaty;

" They similarly agree not to permit the construction of such war vessels within
their jurisdiction."

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics) said that the Soviet proposal was,
like the text of the draft Convention, divided into two parts. As regarded the first part, he
thought the text of the German proposal was better and he could support it conditionally
in view of the fact that the General Commission might decide to abolish certain categories
of war vessels. With regard to the second part of the Soviet proposal, though the prohibition
of the construction of vessels in foreign yards might be implicit in the existing text of Article I7,
he thought it was preferable to state the fact explicitly.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) was aware that no final decision could be taken at the
present stage, but it might be useful even now to discuss the possibility of making the wording
fit every case. If the Conference or the Commission preferred to retain the text of the draft
Convention, the German delegation would not raise any objection, but would reserve the right
to revert to its proposal on the second reading when the decision of the General Commission
was known regarding the suggested abolition of certain categories of vessels.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) observed that the wording of Article 17 was the
same as the wording in the Washington and London Treaties. It had stood the test of time,
and those who had had to apply this clause found it quite satisfactory. Of course, if a decision
were taken to abolish certain categories of vessels, then the wording might have to be altered.
That was not, however, a certainty; so was it worth while discussing at length the possible
alteration of an article which might never have to be altered ? He assumed that the idea of
the German proposal was that it would be desirable to have a text ready if necessary. In
reply to the Soviet delegation, he suggested that the words " shall be acquired by . ."
were of so wide a meaning that they covered all possible ways of acquiring ships. Surely
therefore, no alteration was necessary.

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) concurred with the views of the United Kingdom
delegate. The United States were not in favour of modifying the wording of the Washington or
London Treaties unless it was absolutely necessary. As the German delegation had suggested,
the Commission could always reconsider this point at the second reading. Any discussion at
present must necessarily be long and complicated. The point should therefore be reserved.
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Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) also agreed that the original text of the draft
Convention should be maintained. The German proposal could be held in reserve to be
utilised if the General Commission decided to abolish certain classes of ships.

Admiral ACTON (Italy) agreed that the wording of Article 17, which was the wording
used in the Washington and London Treaties, should not be altered at present.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) thought that the wording should be maintained,
as it applied to all cases, even if alterations were made regarding ships and armaments in
other parts of the Convention.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) urged that the original text should be retained in all cases,
unless there were some absolutely imperative reason for change. France spoke in this matter as
a signatory to the Washington Treaty and to that part of the London Treaty in which the
wording of Article 17 occurred.

M. SAWADA (Japan) supported the proposal to maintain the text.

The PRESIDENT noted that most delegations were in favour of maintaining the present
text. If, later, a decision were reached to abolish certain categories of ships, the Commission
would have an opportunity of reconsidering this matter. He really thought that the wording
was sufficiently far-reaching to allay the doubts felt by the Soviet delegation. Leaving aside
the question as to how the text might best be embodied in the whole Convention, could not
the Commission now decide to adopt this wording unanimously ?

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation had
no objection to the adoption of this wording provided it were definitely placed on record that,
in the opinion of the majority of the delegations, the words " acquired by . ." covered
the building of warships in foreign yards.

8. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE I8 AND ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE

DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article I8.

"In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention,
the High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this
Chapter."

The PRESIDENT remarked that there would be no difficulty in discussing this Article,
except that the Article itself was entirely dependent upon Annex IV of the draft Convention.
The Soviet delegation had proposed certain amendments (document Conf. D.87). The German
delegation had also made the following proposal:

" 2. A vessel shall be deemed to be ' over-age ' when the following number of years
have elapsed since the date of its completion:

" (a) Capital ships and cruisers : 20 years.
" (b) Destroyers : I6 years."

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) wondered whether the discussion of this item would
not be premature. Certain delegations had asked for the abolition of certain categories of
vessels. If a quantitative limit were adopted, altering the question of tonnage, that in turn
would alter the limits of age.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) agreed with the Spanish delegate. There was also
another point-the historical clause. It must be remembered that certain countries had as
yet practically no navy. If only replacements were allowed, these countries could not build
any ships, for, having no vessels, they would have nothing to replace. That, however, was the
point of the Soviet proposal. If it were decided not to enter into the substance of the question,
the Naval Commission could not take up this proposal, which raised a question of principle.

Admiral ACTON (Italy) suggested that the text of Article 18 might be left as it stood, and
the discussion regarding Annex IV might be postponed until the question of definitions had
been disposed of.

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) thought that the two questions-Article IS8 and
Annex IV-might be kept apart. The Commission might discuss Article I8 in its general
bearings. He agreed with the Italian delegation that the text of Article I8 should be maintained.
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Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) agreed with the Italian delegation. He thought
the Soviet proposal tended to carry the discussion from a special to a general problem. Countries
which had not yet completed their problem of naval construction would be placed at a great
disadvantage if it were decided that countries might only replace what they already possessed.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Commission should not enter into fundamentals.
For the present, it had only to decide a point of procedure-namely, should it discuss
Annex IV now, or later ?

M. Charles DUMONT (France) pointed out that the Commission could not accept the
wording of Article i8 and reserve its opinion regarding Annex IV. If it formally adopted
Article i8, it would also be formally adopting Annex IV, since the two matters were bound up
together. It would be possible, however, to discuss Annex IV in general terms, leaving each
delegation free to maintain its own opinion. Each country would be entitled to put forward
its claims on another occasion. Such an occasion would arise when Part II was examined.
Moreover, there were various provisions relating to transitional measures. Consequently,
the rights of all countries would be safeguarded. The only question which arose was, if this
clause were adopted, at what age should vessels be scrapped ?

It was possible to contemplate certain general hypotheses. In any case, it was desirable
to have a full discussion. He was in favour of discussing Article 18 and Annex IV (relating
to questions which were essentially technical and therefore within the province of the
Commission), subject to any decisions that might be reached later. If, however, the Commission
were to take into consideration all the points which delegations might wish to raise elsewhere,
then discussion would become impossible.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) was in favour of deferring the discussion of Annex IV until
a decision had been taken concerning definitions. If the Commission decided to discuss
Annex IV immediately, the Hungarian delegation must reserve the right to revert to this
item (Annex IV) later.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) agreed with the Italian delegation. He doubted whether
it would be advisable to take a provisional decision. The age-limit must necessarily vary in
relation to the decisions taken with regard to capital ships, and their definition. Consequently,
no useful purpose would be served in discussing this item now.

The PRESIDENT observed that a very interesting and important point had been raised
which the Commission would doubtless encounter frequently in the course of its discussions
namely, was it useful to discuss certain articles of the draft Convention at the present
juncture ? He trusted that the Commission would not be tempted to exaggerate difficulties,
but, if it decided that the discussion of certain matters were impossible at present, it could
always adjourn the discussion of the item in question and proceed with another item.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) agreed with the French delegate. Annex IV was
no more controversial than the other parts of the Convention, and the Commission should
avoid postponing one by one the majority of the questions submitted to it -aprocedure which
would only delay the Conference's work.

Article i8 and Annex IV should be considered as soon as possible. If certain delegations
were not ready to discuss the question at the moment, the Naval Commission could nevertheless
consider it at a forthcoming meeting.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) supported his contention with a further argument. If the
Commission decided to postpone the consideration of Article 18 until a decision had been
reached on the subject of definitions, it must also await the General Commission's decision
on Articles I4, 15 and i6 of the draft Convention, which had been referred back to it by the
Naval Commission. He pointed out that the French delegation was only too anxious to
expedite the Commission's work, but understood that the rights of the various delegations
were fully reserved.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) considered that Article 18 presented two different
questions. The first, a question of principle regarding the replacement of vessels which had
reached the age-limit-a question which the Naval Commission could there and then accept
or reject; the second, as to the rules by which this age-limit should be fixed. Where the second
question was concerned, he agreed with the Italian delegate that it would be well to await a
decision on the question of definitions.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) shared the French delegate's views and saw no
objection to the Naval Commission's immediately beginning to examine Article 18 and
Annex IV.
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His only objection was to the draft amendment submitted by the Soviet delegation,

the result of which would be to fix the armaments of the various countries definitively at their

present level. In any case it was a question of principle, which lay within the competence

of the General Commission.

The PRESIDENT thought that the Soviet draft amendment raised a question of principle

which lay outside the scope of Annex IV. If, however, the amendment were accepted,

it would necessarily produce certain effects on the Annex.
He proposed that the Naval Commission should examine Article i8 and Annex IV, the

Soviet amendment being for the present reserved.

Admiral ACTON (Italy) said that, subject to any decisions which might be taken

subsequently, he would not press his proposal and would be prepared to discuss Article 18

and Annex IV at the next meeting of the Commission.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), in reply to the delegate of Yugoslavia,

stated that, in the Soviet delegation's view, the question was now one of disarmament, and

the texts of the Washington and London Treaties were therefore inadequate. The Soviet

delegation would press for a substantial reduction of tonnage, and in these circumstances the

construction of new ships should only be authorised to replace those which had reached their

" age-limit"
The Soviet delegation, however, recognised that it would be difficult to consider Annex IV

immediately. It had advocated the necessity of discussing questions of definitions

beforehand. Consequently, it proposed that the Naval Commission should in the first place

agree, at the present meeting, on the definition of certain categories of ships.

The PRESIDENT thought that, in view of the differences of opinion which had become

manifest in the Commission on this question of procedure, it would be useless to commence

the examination of Article i8 and Annex IV. He proposed that their examination should

be deferred until the next meeting.
The discussion had not been by any means useless: it had proved the close interdependence

of the various points to be examined.
If the Naval Commission saw no objection, he would, at the beginning of the next meeting,

ask the Commission to decide by vote whether Article i8 and Annex IV should be discussed
immediately, and whether the definitions should be considered first.

9. ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 20 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article 2o.

" In the event of a High Contracting Party's being engaged in war, such Party shall

not use as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within

its jurisdiction for any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its

jurisdiction for another Power and not delivered."

The PRESIDENT noted that no amendment to this article had been proposed.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) pointed out that a similar clause was to be found

in the Washington Treaty. The present case, however, was rather extraordinary. Article 20

was the only naval article in the draft Convention which laid down certain obligations

for the signatories after hostilities had commenced.
In drawing up provisions, account should be taken of human nature. The provisions

of Article 20 would expose a country fighting for its very existence to too great a temptation.

It was not certain that public opinion in such a country would admit that ships which had

been built for another country should remain unutilised, still less that they should be handed

over to a foreign Power.
He realised that his proposal was rather revolutionary, and that the delegations would

wish to have time to examine it. He would repeat, however, that it was not very desirable

to include in the Convention an article which would be the only one referring to a state of

Consequently, the British delegation proposed the omission of Article o20 of the draft

Convention.
Naturally, Great Britain would continue to be bound by the similar provision in the Treaty

of Washington, but his country did not desire to see this clause repeated in the future
Convention.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Preparatory Commission itself, which had taken

the same line as that followed in various proposals pending before the Conference, introduced

into the Convention a whole series of rules to be observed in case of war, particularly as

regarded chemical warfare, the manufacture of certain arms and even the training of personnel

to use those arms. It could not be said that Article 20 of the draft Convention was the only

one of its kind or that it went beyond the general framework of the Convention.
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Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) could not agree with the delegate of GreatBritain. Article 20 was a very important clause. It was essential to avoid, as far as possible, allgrounds for suspicion between the various countries. If Article 20o were to be omitted, allcertainty regarding the proportion established between the arms of the various countrieswould disappear. There might be surprises; certain countries might suddenly be found tobe much stronger in war-time than they had been prior to the outbreak of hostilities. UnitedStates opinion regarded this clause as indispensable and the United States delegation wasopposed to its omission.

M. SAWADA (Japan) shared the United States delegate's views. The provision of Article 20was one of the most important which the Preparatory Commission had adopted. To omitthis clause would be to shake the very basis of the Convention.
Consequently, the Japanese delegation was opposed to the omission of Article 20.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said that France, which had signed the Washington andLondon Treaties, was anxious to adhere to the position she had adopted. Coming to theDisarmament Conference she desired that no advance already made in the cause of disarmament
should again be brought into question. She hoped that the future Convention would constitute
progress and would strengthen former treaties. The Convention would doubtless compriseother articles relating to war-time (gas warfare etc.).

The British delegate had mentioned the temptation to which certain countries might beexposed in war-time. In the first place, M. Charles Dumont thought that it would be for theelite of such countries, in conjunction with the elite of mankind, to see that these temptations
were resisted. But again, if Article 20 were omitted, there would be a still stronger temptation
in peace-time for every shipbuilding country to obtain, by budgetary expedients or other means,the greatest possible number of orders, so that it should, in the case of war, possess armamentsfar greater than those to which it was entitled under the Convention. That was a very seriousmatter, and he hoped that the British delegate would admit that the arguments put forwardby the other delegates were justified.

France was also a shipbuilding country with a number of important clients. But she feltthat, if hostilities ever broke out, she would be morally bound to leave all vessels underconstruction for other Powers in her shipyards in whatever state the outbreak of hostilitieshappened to find them.

Admiral ACTON (Italy) reminded the Commission that Articles 13 and 17 of the Treatyof Washington both referred to a state of war. Article 20 of the draft Convention oughtto be maintained, and he asked the British delegate to be good enough to withdraw his proposal.
That equilibrium between the armaments of the various countries, which the Convention

aimed at establishing, would be undermined if shipbuilding Powers were allowed to utilisein war-time the ships under construction for other Powers in their shipyards.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) noted that the Naval Commission had verydefinitely pronounced against his proposal. Consequently, he would withdraw it.
Article 20 of the draft Convention was adopted without modification.

IO. ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 21 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article 21.

" Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale,
or any mode of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may
become a vessel of war in the navy of any foreign Power."

The PRESIDENT observed that the Naval Commission had before it an amendment
submitted by the Soviet delegation (document Conf.D.87).

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he was not opposed to the
maintenance of Article 21 as it stood.

M. HIITONEN (Finland) said that if, as he supposed, the whole Commission interpretedArticle 21 as not in any way restricting the possible joint action provided for in the Covenant,it would be sufficient if this point were definitely stated in the Minutes. Otherwise, if Article 21were likely to weaken the scope of the Covenant, the question would be one of principle whichwould have to be decided by the General Commission.

The PRESIDENT thought that no misunderstanding could be possible. The expression
" Foreign Power " could obviously not include the League of Nations itself.

Article 21 weas adopted without modification.
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FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, March I5th, I932, at 0.30 a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

II. ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX III TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

"Annex III.

"DEFINITIONS.

"For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions are to be
understood in the sense defined in this Annex:

" (a) Capital Ships.

" (i) Vessels of war, not aircraft " (ii) For Parties who do not possess any
carriers, whose displacement exceeds capital ship exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric
Io,ooo tons (IO,I60 metric tons) standard tons) standard displacement :
displacement, or which carry a gun with " Vessels of war not exceeding 8,000 tons
a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). (8,I28 metric tons) standard displacement

and the calibre of whose guns exceeds
8 inches (203 mm.).

"(b) Aircraft-carriers.

" Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and
exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched
therefrom and landed thereon.

"(c) Cruisers. " (cd) Light Surface Vessels.
" Surface vessels of war, other than

capital ships or aircraft carriers, the " Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft
standard displacement of which exceeds carriers, the standard displacement of which
1,850 tons (I,880 metric tons) or with does not exceed Io,ooo tons (IO,I60 metric
a gun above 5.I inches (130 mm.) tons), and with guns not exceeding 8 inches
calibre.calibre. (203 mm.) calibre.

" The cruiser category is divided into
two sub-categories as follows : " The category of light surface vessels is

" (i) Cruisers carrying a gun above divided into two categories, as follows:
6.1 inches (I55 mm.) calibre.

" (ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun 
above 6.I inches (155 mm.) calibre. "(i) Vessels carrying a gun above

6.I inches (I55 mm.) calibre.
"(d) Destroyers.

Surface vessels of war, the standard " (ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above
displacement of which does not exceed 6.I inches (I55 mm.) calibre.
1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) and with
a gun not above 5.I inches (130 mm.)
calibre.

" Standard Displaceent.

" I. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel
complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament
and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous
stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but
without fuel or reserve feed-water on board.

" 2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of
the vessel complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned,
engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment,
outfit provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that
are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast
water of any kind on board.
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"3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when
in the standard condition.

"The word 'tons ', except in the expression ' metric tons', shall be understood to
be the ton of 2,240 pounds (I,OI6 kilos)."

The PRESIDENT announced that the Bureau, having consulted the various delegations,
had considered it desirable to proceed forthwith to discuss definitions-Item 8 on the Agenda,
i.e. Annex III to Chapter B of Part II of the Draft Convention.

In this connection, the Soviet delegation's proposals were contained in document Conf.
D.87. There was also an amendment proposed by the German delegation, as follows :

" For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions-except
in the case of special vessels or exempt vessels-are to be understood in the sense defined
in this Annex:

"(a) Capital Ships.

" (i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds 6,000 tons
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement or which carry a gun with a calibre
exceeding 5.9 inches (I50 mm.):

" (ii) For Parties who do not possess any capital ship exceeding 6,000 tons
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement:

" Vessels of war not exceeding 6,000 tons (6,096 metric tons) standard
displacement and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 5.9 inches (I50 mm.).

" (b) Aircraft-carriers.

" Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific
and exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be
launched therefrom and landed thereon.

" (c) Cruisers.

" Surface vessels of war, other than capital ships or aircraft carriers, the standard
displacement of which exceeds 800 tons (813 metric tons) or with a gun above 4.I
inches (Io5 mm.).

" (d) Destroyers.

" Surface vessels of war, the standard displacement of which does not exceed 800
tons (813 metric tons) and with a gun not above 4.I inches (Io5 mm.) calibre.

"(e) Special Vessels.

" The definition 'special vessel' shall apply to vessels of war which, by reason
of the special use to which they are put, do not come under definitions (a) to (d).
Such special vessels shall be fixed nominally by the Conference for each of the High
Contracting Parties."

Further, the United Kingdom delegation proposed the replacement of paragraph (a) by
the following:

' (a) Capital Ships.

" () Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds io,ooo tons
(IO,I60 metric tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding
8 inches (203 mm.).

" The capital ship category is divided into two sub-categories, as follows :

" (i) Capital ships whose standard displacement exceeds 8,000 tons.
" (ii) Capital ships whose standard displacement is 8,000 tons or below."

The Spanish delegation proposed the addition of the following after the definitions of the
classes :

" NOTE. - The above definitions of the various classes of vessels apply to units
actually in service. They are consequently of a purely provisional character, and will
have to be revised and, if necessary, amended, if the General Commission should approve
of qualitative limitations differing from those laid down in the Washington and London
Treaties."
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The Argentine delegation proposed the addition of a note, as follows, at the end of
paragraph (a) - Capital ships (i) :

" NOTE. - Vessels completed before January ist, 1910, which do not displace more
than 8,ooo tons (8,128 metric tons), even if they mount guns exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.),
will be considered temporarily as being in category (c) Cruisers-sub-category i, and may
only be replaced in this category."

Lastly, the Hungarian delegation, considering that the naval strength of a Power does
not depend solely on sea-floating material, but also on the floating material of river forces,
and that those river forces may be of great importance, especially for countries having no sea-
coasts, and suggesting that these restrictions be applicable only to States which have no
oversea colonial interests, proposes the addition of a new definition, namely:

"(e) River Gunboats, Monitors, Scouting Launches.

"Surface vessels of war, specially built for river work, whose standard displacement
does not exceed 250 tons and the calibre of whose guns does not exceed 3.I inches (80 mm.)"

Since the German proposal, containing as it did numerous references to figures, went
farther than the British proposal (which amounted to little more than a re-draft), he proposed
that the German amendment should be discussed first.

It was understood that no political issues were raised : the Commission's sole duty was
to define the meaning of the terms employed.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) asked whether it would not be preferable, before
examining the amendments, to have a short general discussion on the whole matter.

The PRESIDENT replied that the Bureau had no objection if no delegations objected.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) asked what was meant by a general discussion of definitions.
All the Commission had to do was to see whether all the terms fulfilled their purpose, and
whether any were mutually contradictory.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that some of the suggestions referred to single
items, while others referred to the Annex as a whole. Before, therefore, the former were
examined, he would be glad if the Commission could discuss the questions touching on the
whole Annex. Though he was aware that the matter of definitions was a delicate one, he
agreed that the French delegation had been right in suggesting that they should start the
discussion on definitions.

Two points should be borne in mind : (I) The definitions in the draft Convention to be
discussed by the Commission would not involve decisions of principle-those decisions would
be reached elsewhere. The German delegation, moreover, did not intend in the Naval
Commission to make any reference at present to Article 53. (2) There must be no thought
of using this discussion to secure armament in certain directions instead of disarmament.
Nevertheless, he felt sure that disarmament could be achieved only if certain Articles of the
Treaty of Versailles were taken into consideration.

In any case, the figures in the draft were only illustrative and not final, even if they
reproduced what had already been laid down in the Washington and London Treaties. The
German delegation, therefore, had also ventured to indicate certain figures in conformity
with the method followed in the draft Convention. The aim of the Commission was, after all,
to arrive at accurate and adequate definitions.

For instance, Annex III contained no reference to small torpedo craft. Under the Versailles
Treaty, Germany had been limited to craft of 200 tons. In the London Treaty, the maximum
limit of exempt ships was 600 tons. Obviously, the authors of the London Treaty considered
that ships under 600 tons were of a purely defensive character. With that the German delega-
tion agreed, and proposed for that reason that there should be no reference to vessels under
600 tons.

Again, though Germany was prohibited under the Treaty of Versailles from possessing
aircraft, the German delegation had asked for a definition of aircraft carriers, seeing that the
definition itself would not preclude the General Commission from deciding on their abolition.
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There was no definition of submarines in the draft Convention. In the light of what was
being discussed in the Air Commission, he wondered whether a definition of submarines should
not be added to Annex III. Finally, he proposed that the subject-matter of Annexes II and
III should be reversed-i.e., Annex II should deal with " definitions " and Annex III with
"special vessels ".

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Soviet delegation
had made proposals concerning the whole range of definitions. This question of principle was
perhaps the most important on the Naval Commission's agenda. The main aim of these
definitions was to achieve a real and substantial reduction of navies. In recent years, the number
of vessels in each category had increased, but the most important fact during this period had
been qualitative development. Qualitative indexes were directly connected with the problem
of definitions. For instance, the main tendency of recent years in the reconstruction of great
navies had been to construct smaller vessels of greater fighting power. A French destroyer
of the " Aigle " type could outrange, and almost equal in its weight of broadside, a British
cruiser of the " Curacao" type. Ships of the " Nelson" type, built in conformity with the
rules of the Washington Treaty, afforded no point of comparison with war-time dreadnoughts.
In the matter of the total weight of main broadside, speed and protection, a greater yield
had been obtained in relation to tonnage. He could quote many other examples. It would, for
instance, be extremely interesting to examine in this light the data concerning the new American
cruisers of the "Washington" type and new submarine cruisers and the most recent
destroyers. In any case, all this represented an enormous increase in the cost price of modern
vessels, which was reflected in naval budgets.

The conclusion was that, if there wereee to be any serious attempt to reduce navies, not only
total tonnage or tonnage by categories, but the qualitative indexes of the various classes of
ships must be limited.

In this connection, the draft of the Preparatory Commission only repeated the rules of
the Treaty of London. The Soviet delegation believed that this was totally inadequate.
In its second draft Convention (document Conf. D.87), it had put forward the following
proposals which it maintained:

(i) To refrain from building war vessels over Io,ooo tons. Not to mount anything
greater than i2-in. guns.

(2) To define as a capital ship every warship of 7,000 tons or more mounting
8-in. or greater calibre guns.

(3) To define as a cruiser every surface warship of over 1,200 tons with guns of
more than 4-in. calibre.

(4) To define as a destroyer every surface vessel of 1,200 tons or less with 4-in.
guns or less.

(5) To establish for submarines a maximum tonnage of 600 tons.

The Soviet delegation did not propose any definition for aircraft-carriers, which, being
of an entirely aggressive nature, ought to be abolished unconditionally.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) thought that the German and Soviet proposals, though
they contained many interesting points, ought not to be discussed immediately. The Commis-
sion should confine its attention to the matter of correct and adequate definitions. In drawing
up the Washington Treaty, great difficulty had been experienced whenever an attempt had
been made to provide qualitative definitions. Finally, resort had been had to purely

while a ship of Io,Ioo tons might be a capital ship. In the present case again, the definitions
were conventional and all depended on tonnage. It should therefore be agreed that the present
definitions were quite provisional, and would have to be revised after the General Commission
had reached a decision on qualitative characteristics.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) said that, although the Soviet delegate's
information concerning naval increases might be correct in general, the naval budget in the
United Kingdom had been steadily decreasing each year.

With regard to definitions, he had understood that the Commission would discuss only
the wording of the clauses, and that there would be no discussion that day regarding the
figures. Almost every point concerning the abolition, limitation and reduction of categories
of ships would be discussed by the General Commission. If a suggestion were being made to
discuss figures immediately, he wished to propose that such a discussion be adjourned.
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Certain delegations had put forward proposals which had not yet been circulated. These
proposals were doubtless of great importance to the delegations which had submitted them,
but he thought their discussion should be reserved, not merely until such time as the proposals
had been circulated, but until the delegations had had leisure to examine them with all the
care they merited.

This discussion afforded an opportunity of making clear to the Commission the attitude
of the United Kingdom delegation in regard to the Naval clauses of the Convention which
they were trying to evolve.

Sir John Simon, in his speech during the general discussion, had informed the Conference
that it was the opinion of His Majesty's Government that the Washington and London Naval
Treaties should be retained intact until December 3Ist, 1936.

These Treaties were arrived at after prolonged negotiations and represented, in fact, the
only measure of international agreement that existed up to the present on the subject of
disarmament. His Majesty's Government was impressed with the necessity of maintaining these
Treaties and of doing nothing that might jeopardize what had already been achieved.

Anyone who had followed the negotiation of these Treaties would realise that the
agreement which they represented depended upon a very carefully adjusted balance of needs
and strengths. Any piecemeal alteration of details might upset that balance.

The United Kingdom delegation earnestly hoped that the Commission would bear these
considerations in mind in connection with any suggested amendments to the draft Convention
which might run counter to these Treaties to which the British Government was signatory.

This declaration was in no way intended to block discussion of qualitative limitation,
provided such discussion did not prejudice the Treaties.

The PRESIDENT assured the United Kingdom delegation that there was no intention to dis-
cuss figures for the present. In that matter, the Naval Commission would be bound by the decision
of the General Commission. It had been laid down in M. Benes' report that a number of ques-
tions would be referred to the Naval Commission only " when the question of principle had
been settled " by the competent body. He wondered whether the text of Annex III could not
be adopted subject to the reservation that the figures were given as mere indications. On the
other hand, the Commission need not perhaps be too strictly bound by this reservation. He
would propose, therefore, that the Commission should examine the text of Annex III,
disregarding the figures. It might, of course, be argued that it would be difficult to consider
the question of capital ships without referring to the figures. He concurred; but nevertheless he
thought that some measure of agreement might be reached concerning the general acceptability
of the terms.

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that, subject to the action that would be taken on the
proposals made by M. Grandi at the plenary meeting on February ioth with regard
to qualitative limitation, the Italian delegation saw no reason why the discussion of Annex
III should not be begun.

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) thought it would be prudent simply to adopt Annex III
as it stood, subject to such modifications as might be rendered necessary by the decisions
reached by the General Commission, and subject to any new definitions which might have
to be added, such as those of "river monitors " and other units of river fleets.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) supported this proposal, which concorded entirely
with his own. Even if the suggestion were that the Commission should discuss the general
provisions of Annex III without discussing the figures, it could not do so until it was aware
of the decisions taken by the General Commission. For instance, certain subdivisions in the
Annex might be deleted.

The PRESIDENT observed that, if the Commission accepted the Netherlands proposal, it
would still have to consider the draft amendment submitted by the United Kingdom delegation
with regard to paragraph (a) of Annex III (capital ships).

He had stated at the beginning of the meeting that this amendment was merely a matter
of drafting, but certain delegations had informed him that they attached a wider interpretation
to it. That being so, it might perhaps be preferable not to discuss the amendment at present.
The Commission might adopt the whole of Annex III, and come back to the United Kingdom
amendment after the General Commission had communicated its decisions.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) stated that the amendment proposed by the British
delegation was indeed merely a matter of drafting. The suggestion was that paragraph (ii)
of Section (a) should be omitted. The paragraph was unnecessary, in that the ships it defined
were, owing to the fact that their guns exceeded 8 inches (203 mm.), covered by the definition
given in paragraph (i). Moreover, Table II annexed to Chapter B of Part II of the draft



14

Convention showed that the Preparatory Commission had desired to divide the category
of capital vessels into two sub-categories. That was why the British delegation proposed tomention this division in the definition of capital ships.

If, however, certain delegations thought that the British amendment tended tointroduce changes other than mere drafting changes, the British delegation would agree thatits amendment should be examined later.
The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission agreed to adopt Annex III as a very valuableguide in the further conduct of its work.
It might, however, be desirable perhaps to examine the last part of Annex III concerning

standard displacement. At the end of paragraph (i) of this Section, it was said that standarddisplacement was calculated " without fuel or reserve feed-water on board " On the otherhand, in Article 6 of the draft Convention submitted in 928 by the inSoviet delegation
(document Conf. D.87), it onwas specified that standard displacement should be calculatedincluding fuel and reserve feed-water for engines and boilers ".

The wording of the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention was that of theWashington and London Treaties. The point was not, however, of capital importance, becausethe main question was to determine the outside tonnage for each category of ships ; if it weredecided to include fuel and reserve feed-water in this tonnage, it would be sufficient toincrease the figures accordingly.
Did the Soviet delegation wish this amendment to be discussed immediately, or wouldit agree that its amendment be examined only after the Genertheral Commission had communicatedits decisions ?

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the PreparatoryCommission had discussed this question in detail. The Soviet delegation saw no objection
to the President's proposal that the discussion should be adjourned, but desired that thispoint should be discussed in connection with tonnage.

The PRESIDENT noted that Annex III, including the paragraph concerning standarddisplacement, was provisionally adopted by the Commission as a guide for the conduct ofits work.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) explained, in support of the Argentine delegation's
amendment, that, under the definition given in paragraph (a) of Annex III, a numberof old war-vessels belonging to the Argentine, Sweden and certain South American
countries would be classed as capital ships because they carried one or two gunsof a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.), in spite of the fact th f at, owing to the age and typeof their guns, they were far from being able to compete, from a fighting point of view, with
modern capital ships.

Nor should vessels such as monitors, coastguard vessels, etc., which responded to the
needs of certain countries having a very indented coast-line and an extensive river system,be classed as capital ships. Sweden had persuaded the Preparatory Commission to acceptan amendment concerning the definition of capital ships.

The advantage of the Argentine proposal was that it avoided all necessity for modifying
an already accepted definition.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) explained, in support of the Hungarian proposal, that, as
the Preparatory Commission had only considered sea-going vessels, the Hungarian delegation
desired to supply an omission by proposing that a number of units of river navies should be
defined. This question was of special interest to countries having no sea-coast.

The PRESIDENT said that the Hungarian proposal related to vessels the standard displace-
ment of which did not exceed 250 tons, and which would normally therefore be included
in the category of exempt vessels.

He noted that the discussion on Annex III was terminated.

12. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

"' Annex IV.

" RULES FOR REPLACEMENT.

" I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by thisConvention shall be replaced until it becomes 'over-age'.

" 2. A vessel shall be deemed to be 'over-age' when the following number of
years have elapsed since the date of its completion:

" (a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary
for the replacement of existing ships.

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keelsof capital ship replacement tonnage during the years 193I to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the WashingtonTreaty.



· (b) Aircraft-carriers 20 years, subject to special provision as may be
necessary for existing ships.

" (c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding
Io,ooo tons (IO,I60 metric tons) standard displacement

" (i) If laid down before January Ist, I920, I6 years;
" (ii) If laid down after December 3Ist, I919, 20 years.

" (d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard
displacement:

" (i) If laid down before January ist, I92I, 12 years;
"(ii) If laid down after December 3Ist, I920, I6 years.

" (e) Submarines : 13 years.

"3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years
before the year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes ' over-age ' : but this period
is reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000
tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement.

" The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage.

" 4. In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced
immediately; but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement
and to the other provisions of this Convention."

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that it had begun the examination of Annex IV
of the draft Convention, but had been held up by the question of definitions. The Commission
had now adopted provisionally the definitions of Annex III, and could consequently continue
its examination of Annex IV.

The discussion therefore was now open on Annex IV, which would be examined paragraph
by paragraph. Unless any delegation insisted, he proposed that there should be no general
discussion beforehand.

Paragraph I of Annex IV was adopted without modification.

The PRESIDENT then read paragraph 2, and reminded the Commission that several
amendments had been submitted on this point:

(I) A Soviet proposal (Article I6 of the draft Convention submitted by the Soviet
delegation in I928, document Conf. D.87).

(2) A German proposal, as follows:

" 2. A vessel shall be deemed to be ' over-age' when the following number
of years have elapsed since the date of its completion:

" (a) Capital ships and cruisers : 20 years.
" (b) Destroyers : I6 years."

(3) A British proposal, as follows: 

Add a new paragraph 5. in the following sense; with the object of linking up
Annex IV with Annex V:

" 5. Vessels replaced shall be disposed of in accordance with the provisions
of Annex V to this chapter. "

(4) A Spanish proposal, as follows:

Replace paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) by the following:
" (a) Vessels exceeding Io,ooo tons displacement : 24 years.
" (b) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding Io,ooo tons

standard displacement : 20 years.
" (c) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons standard displacement:

i6 years.
"(d) Submarines : I4 years."

(5) A Hungarian proposal to add to paragraph 2 the following:
" River gunboats, monitors, scouting launches : 25 years."

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the Commission could
not discuss the age-limit for the various categories of ships before it had ascertained the exact
definition of these ships. Accordingly, he asked that age-limits should not be discussed. As,
however, he did not desire to hold up the work of the Commission, he requested the Bureau
to be good enough to ask the General Commission to discuss the definitions of ships and the
rules for replacement as soon as possible.



M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) explained that the German delegation, having proposed
the abolition of aircraft-carriers and submarines, was logically precluded from referring to
these categories of ships in its amendment. The draft Convention proposed for destroyers
an age-limit of sixteen years as from the date of their completion. In the Treaty of Versailles,
the age was calculated as from the date of launching and the figure adopted was fifteen years.
The German delegation was all in favour of introducing stricter rules in a general convention
such as the one now under discussion.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) was of opinion that the Soviet delegation's proposal
raised a principle which ought to be discussed by the General Commission.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that there was a proposal to adjourn the
examination of the question of age-limits until the General Commission had taken a decision
regarding definitions. What was the opinion of the other delegations on this question of
procedure ?

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) thought that, if the Commission were not going to discuss
figures, it had better also adjourn this discussion on age-limits until the General Commission
had reached a decision concerning definitions.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) thought that an effort should be made to push forward the
work of the Conference. All the members of the Naval Commission were agreed that questions
of principle should be reserved, but the Commission should examine all the technical questions
and settle them, if possible. At its meeting on the previous day, the General Commission, to
which the Air Commission had referred the whole of a certain problem, had felt bound to
observe that the various Commissions ought to provide it with a number of technical data
to enable it to discuss questions of principle.

No decisions which might be reached concerning the abolition of certain categories
of ships, or prohibitions or limitations, would be likely to effect the determination
of the age-limit of various types of vessels. That was a purely technical question,
and the Commission was fully qualified to discuss the time-resisting capacity of the
various types of vessels. The experts on the Commission could even now give an
authorised opinion on the desirability of increasing or decreasing the various age-limits.

He therefore strongly urged that the Commission should not adjourn the examination
of the whole of this question.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that, in fixing the various age-limits, the Commission would
not be in any way prejudging a subsequent decision regarding various categories of ships. As in
the case of definitions, the Commission ought to avail itself provisionally of the classification
given in the draft Convention, it being understood that alterations could always be made
later. The Commission need not fear that it would be binding itself by adopting any particular
age-limit for any particular category of ships. In the matter of ships of over Io,ooo tons, for
instance, it might suggest an age-limit even if these ships were later on abolished. Certain
steps could be proposed with regard to these vessels, which, for the present at least, were still
in existence.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) concurred with the French delegate. No delegation
could be in a more difficult position from the point of view of discussing certain technical
details immediately than the German delegation. It was nevertheless indispensable that the
Naval Commission should make every effort to push forward as far as possible with its work,
pending the decisions of the General Commission. One thing that had to be avoided was that
the various Commissions should keep on referring questions to one another.

Consequently, he would beg the Soviet delegate to withdraw his proposal that the discussion
of age-limits should be adjourned. As the President had observed, it would be possible at
any time, in the light of the decisions of the General Commission, to revise the figures adopted.

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) was in entire agreement with the French and
German delegates. The age-limits of ships was pre-eminently a question for the Naval
Commission to decide--in fact, that Commission was the only one qualified to decide
it. If the experts of the Naval Commission were unable to define the period at the
end of which a ship of a given type might be regarded as " over-age ", then who could ?
If the Naval Commission were unable to answer a question like that, then what other question
could it answer ? By reaching a decision on the subject, the Naval Commission would facilitate
the work of the General Commission.

He hoped, therefore, that the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics would
be good enough to withdraw his proposal.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) argued that the question of age-limits
was intimately bound up with that of definitions. Nevertheless, in deference to the wishes
of other delegations, he consented to withdraw his proposal and agree that the age-limits to
be adopted provisionally should be discussed immediately.
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The PRESIDENT thanked the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
behalf of the Commission.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) observed that the Spanish proposal had been drafted
so as not to prejudge any decisions which might be taken concerning definitions:
the figures it proposed depended solely on tonnage. This proposal would raise the
age-limit of the various types of vessels, thus tending to decrease the aggressive
potentialities of navies. All delegates were aware that, after twenty years of existence,
a warship of Io,ooo tons was still in perfectly good condition and would only be
replaced in order to obtain a more modern vessel of greater fighting capacity.

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that discussion had now reached a point at which the Japanese
delegation thought it opportune to submit the following proposals:

" . Present paragraphs (a) and (b) of No. 2 to be amended as follows:

"(a) Capital ships : those exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons), 26
years; those not exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons), 20 years; subject to
special provisions as may be necessary for the replacement of existing ships.

" (b) Aircraft-carriers : those exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
26 years; those not exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons), 20 years; subject
to special provisions as may be necessary for existing ships.

"2. The following provision to be added at the end of the first paragraph of No. 3 

"But; in the case of a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
this period is extended to four years."

FIFTH MEETING

Held on lThursday, Mfarch i7th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

I3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE TURKISH GOVERNMENT REGARDING THE ELECTION OF
HiUSNU BEY.

The PRESIDENT stated that he had received a communication from the Turkish
Government. The latter regretted that Tevfik Bey had been obliged to return to Turkey,
and thanked the Commission for electing Huisnti Bey, delegate of Turkey, to replace him as
Vice-President of the Commission.

14.- INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM "EFFECTIVES 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Naval Commission had decided to adjourn its
examination of the question of effectives until the Land Commission had reached a decision
with regard to land effectives.

The Commission's Rapporteur, M. Westman, had followed the work of the Land
Commission and its sub-committee of experts. A questionnaire had been addressed to all
the delegations represented on the Land Commission, asking them how they interpreted the
term " effectives . The Committee of Experts had received replies in writing as well
as verbal explanations from certain delegations.

M. Westman thought the Naval Commission should note the results thus obtained and
should take similar action with regard to naval effectives.

The Bureau could study the question in consultation with the delegations specially
interested--in particular, the United Kingdom, French, German, Italian, Japanese, United
States and Soviet delegations--and any other delegations which desired to participate in this
study. The Bureau might prepare, with the representatives of these delegations, a questionnaire
concerning the interpretation of the term " effectives ". That questionnaire could be forwarded
direct to the delegations, which would be able to study it and reply to it during the Easter
recess. The Naval Commission would then have important documentation at its disposal
when its proceedings reopened.

NAVAL COMMISSION 2.
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I5. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT

CONVENTION. (Continuation of the discussion.)

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Commission had begun to examine paragraph 2

of Annex IV, and that various amendments had been tabled. The amendment furthest
from the original text was that submitted by the Spanish delegation.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain) explained that, in drafting its new rules for replacement,
the Spanish delegation had borne in mind that the General Commission's decisions with regard
to limitation of the tonnage of various categories of vessels were not yet known. For that
reason it had not designated by name the categories for which it proposed age-limits. It had
used the division generally adopted-that of the draft Convention-namely:

(i) Vessels exceeding Io,ooo tons;

(2) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding Io,ooo tons;

(3) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons;
(4) Submarines.

For vessels exceeding Io,ooo tons standard displacement, the Spanish delegation
proposed that the age-limit should be 24 years. There seemed to be agreement that a limit
of 20 years was not sufficient for these large vessels. Consultation of a naval year-book would
show that in many navies vessels over 20 years and even over 25 years of age were
included in the number of capital ships. Moreover, certain delegations had proposed that
the age-limit for capital ships should be raised to 26 years.

The same observation might be made with regard to cruisers. Cruisers over I6
years of age were to be found in many navies. Consequently, the Spanish delegation
proposed that the age-limit should be 20 years.

For surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons displacement, the Spanish delegation
proposed that the age-limit should be raised slightly and should in all cases be I6 years.

For submarines the age-limit should be I4 years instead of 13. This age-limit might
later be increased again, when further progress had been made in the construction of
submarines, particularly in regard to the strengthening of the hull.

The Spanish delegation was prepared to support any proposal for raising still further the
limits it had suggested.

There was another point on which the Spanish delegation did not wish to submit a formal
proposal, but to which it desired to draw the Commission's attention. In the Washington
and London Treaties, tonnage was expressed in British tons. Should not tonnage be expressed,
in a general convention binding upon all countries, not in British but in metric tons ?

M. Charles DUMONT (France) asked the other delegations to excuse him if he availed himself
of the Spanish statement, which applied to all categories of vessels, to submit the observations
of the French delegation.

In the first place, with regard to principles, France, who was a signatory of the Treaty
of Washington and part of the Treaty of London, felt that she was bound by these treaties
never to go back on what was already settled. Article 23 of the Treaty of London laid down
that:

" Unless the High Contracting Parties should agree otherwise by reason of a more
general agreement limiting naval armaments, to which they all become parties, they shall
meet in conference in I935 to frame a new treaty to replace and to carry out the purposes
of the present treaty."

There was, therefore, a moral obligation to endeavour to enlarge the scope of these
treaties by adopting stricter measures for reduction and limitation. That was the light in
which France would view all the proposals put forward.

With regard to age-limits, the figures adopted in the Treaty of London were : 20 years
for ships of over 3,000 tons; I6 years for ships of under 3,000 tons ; and 13 years for submarines.

The Commission now had before it proposals to increase these age-limits. For capital
ships the Spanish delegation proposed 24 years, the British delegation 26 years, and the
Japanese delegation 26 years for vessels of over 20,000 tons. France would support any
proposal to raise the age-limit to the maximum; nevertheless, the French delegation thought
that the best figure was 25 years.

The adoption of an age-limit of 25 years or more for the replacement of capital ships
would constitute a very appreciable amplification of the provisions of the Treaty of London
and would lead to a decrease of 20 per cent in the annual credits set aside for building war-
vessels. In other words, taxpayers would benefit to that extent. No country was rich enough
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at the present time to disregard such an important possibility. Moreover, Great Britain,
Japan and the United States of America had in practice, by the naval holiday which they
had undertaken to observe under the Treaties signed by them, raised the age-limit to 25 years.

As regarded cruisers, the question was not so easy. Several fairly complicated considera-
tions had to be taken into account, such as the date on which these vessels were completed
or the conditions under which certain cruisers were built in war-time. The rules adopted
in the draft Convention for the replacement of surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not
exceeding io,ooo tons standard displacement (age-limit i6 years for ships laid down before
January ist, I920, and 20 years for those laid down after December 3Ist, 19I9) were the result
of very minute enquiries in which all the factors had been taken into account. He did not
think that these rules should be altered except for very weighty reasons.

Finally, with regard to submarines, France had, under the Washington Treaty, been allotted
a minimum number of these vessels, taking her requirements into account. France had to
maintain a sort of pontoon bridge between the home country and her North African possessions.
The French delegation would nevertheless make every effort to accept the strictest provisions
in that direction.

Nevertheless, a question of security arose in this connection, and, only a few weeks after
the sad loss occasioned to the British Navy, the Naval Commission had to consider not only
economies but also the safety of submarine crews, which had to perform duties daily fraught
with risk.

The French delegation would go as far as possible in the direction of amplifying and
strengthening the Washington and London Treaties. He firmly hoped that, when
the Disarmament Conference came to an end, the question would no longer be one
of constructing but merely of replacing ships. If so, any increase in the age-limit of
vessels would lead to important decreases in the annual estimates for building.

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegationactuated by the same sentiments
as those expressed by the French delegate, agreed with the proposal to raise to 25 years the
age-limit for the replacement of capital ships. It also agreed that the 13 years' age-limit
for submarines should be maintained.

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) thought that the question of age-limits was of great
importance. The Netherlands delegation would certainly support any proposal to raise
age-limits.

The raising of age-limits would have a two-fold result on the one hand, the credits
allocated to new construction would be reduced, and, on the other, the erisk of renewed
competition in naval armaments would be diminished.

The Netherlands delegation therefore supported the Spanish proposal, reserving the
right to endorse subsequently any proposal which went further.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that, in the Preparatory
Commission, the Soviet delegation had already spoken in favour of raising the age-limits of
the various types of ships beyond the figures laid down in the draft Convention. He once
more urged the raising of these age-limits for the following reasons :

Firstly, the problem of the age-limits of ships was directly connected with the technical
progress achieved in naval construction. Experience proved that this progress had been
so great that the rules regarding the life of vessels laid down before the world war, which
were very near those indicated in the draft Convention, could be increased without affecting
fighting potentiality.

Secondly, rapid progress had been achieved during the last ten years in what might be
called the modernisation of old ships. It was technically possible now, by modernising
ships, not only to maintain, but to increase their power as fighting units.

Thirdly, the raising of the age-limit would naturally bring about a decrease in expenditure,
since expenditure depended directly on the rate at which vessels were replaced.

For all these reasons, the Soviet delegation supported the British proposal that the age-
limit for capital ships should be 26 years. He felt bound to point out, however, that the Soviet
delegation still interpreted the term " capital ships " as meaning ships exceeding 7,00ooo tons
standard displacement.

In the case of surface vessels not exceeding 7,00ooo tons, the second draft Convention
of the Soviet delegation proposed an age-limit of 20 years.

Though it maintained this proposal, the Soviet delegation would agree, if necessary,
to an exception being allowed with regard to torpedo-boat destroyers and torpedo-boats
(of less than 1,200 tons), which, by reason of the great difference in tonnage, could be accorded
an age-limit of 16 years.

With regard to submarines, the Soviet delegation saw no adequate technical reasons
for reducing the age-limit to the extent indicated in the draft Convention. It maintained
its proposal to fix the age-limit for submarines at 15 years.
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The PRESIDENT considered that the discussion had shown that the Naval Commission
could not take a decision in the course of the present session. It was not sufficient that it
should merely choose between the solution offered by the draft Convention and that proposed
by the Japanese delegation, but it must pursue the discussion in the same spirit-that was to
say, each delegation must express its views clearly and frankly.

When work was resumed after the Easter recess, the delegations would perhaps have
received fresh instructions, conversations might take place between the delegates, and it
would perhaps prove easy then to arrive at a general agreement.

M. SAWADA (Japan) declared that the Japanese delegation had listened with much
interest to the views expressed by the previous speaker. There was no need to recall the
fact that the text of the draft Convention had been settled as a result of profound study
and long efforts on the part of the Preparatory Commission. The Japanese delegation therefore
desired that the text of the draft Convention should, as a general rule, be maintained, as that
would, in its opinion, facilitate the further work of the Conference.

Nevertheless, the Japanese delegation proposed that the age-limit of large units, capital
ships and aircraft-carriers should be raised to 26 years. In order to achieve a reduction in
naval expenditure, it was essential that an effort should be made to prolong the service period
of large units to the extent compatible with the character of those vessels.

In the draft Convention, the age-limit proposed for capital ships was 20 years, the same
as that proposed for cruisers. It was necessary, however, to make a distinction between these
two categories of vessels in view of the difference in their tonnage. The Japanese delegation
regarded it as reasonable to raise the age-limit for larger capital ships and aircraft-carriers
to 26 years. The Japanese delegation earnestly hoped that the Naval Commission would agree
with its view on this point.

The proposed Japanese amendment divided vessels into two classes: those whose tonnage
exceeded 20,000 tons and those whose tonnage was less than 20,000 tons. The Japanese

delegation considered that this distinction was the most reasonable one, but it would not insist
on the adoption of these figures.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) observed that, in its amendment, the British
delegation proposed that the age-limit of capital ships and aircraft-carriers should be raised
to 26 years. It had done so for various reasons.

In the first place, te economy achieved would be all the greater the higher they raised
the age-limits of vessels. It was moreover certain that vessels built like the large units of
modern fleets could serve for 26 years.

Further, it was considered that a capital ship required a complete refit every 8 or 9

years. By fixing the age-limit at 26 years, they would avoid the third of these refits

and they could replace the vessel just before it became fit to be scrapped, before it became

uneconomical to maintain it longer.
It should be pointed out that, if they raised the age-limits, the stipulations concerning

vessels at present in existence would assume great importance.
The United Kingdom delegation had not put forward any proposals with regard to vessels

other than capital ships. In its opinion, a limit of 20o years would be reasonable in the case of

surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding Io,ooo tons. On the other hand, it

considered that it would be desirable to abolish in the case of these vessels the distinction

drawn in the draft Convention between those laid down before January ISt, I920, and those

laid down after December 3Ist, I9I9. Finally, the United Kingdom delegation proposed that

the age-limit should be fixed at i6 years in the case of surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons

and at 13 years in the case of submarines.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) pointed out that the adoption of the Argentine proposal, to the

effect that States non-signatories to the London Treaty should agree to refrain from laying

down vessels of over io,ooo tons for the duration of that Treaty, would automatically

create an extension of the age-limits of these vessels. The Argentine delegation would be

prepared to accept the highest age-limit on which the Commission could agree. He was glad

to note that the Japanese delegation had not insisted on its proposal to draw a distinction

between vessels exceeding and vessels not exceeding 20,000 tons, because the Argentine
delegation could not have agreed to that proposal.

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) said he had listened with great interest to the
various views expressed. He noted that all delegations were agreed that there should be no
replacement of capital and other ships until such time as the cost of their maintenance and
repair exceeded the cost of constructing new ships. After that date, no useful purpose could
be served by endeavours to maintain such ships in commission. Neither he nor the United
States experts had gone into the queston sufficiently to be able to form a conclusion regarding
age-limits but he could tell the Commisson that, under the London Treaty, the first capital

ship which the United States would replace would be 28 years old and the last 31 years of age.
Obviously, therefore, capital ships could be accorded a longer life than twenty years.
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The British delegate had rightly said that, after three successive refits, the upkeep of an

old ship became an uneconomic proposal and it was better to build a new one.

It should also be borne in mind that countries had a duty to replace old vessels after a
certain time. Most persons travelling in passenger ships did so of their own free will:
nevertheless, such ships were inspected at regular intervals and, if found to be unseaworthy,
were not allowed to sail from port. That was done to protect passengers who might be tempted,
by low rates, to travel in unseaworthy vessels. In the Navy, men were ordered to their ships-it
might be to a submarine or torpedo-boat which had been subjected to great strain-and they
had no choice. Under those conditions, it was the duty of the State to safeguard its defenders,
and that should be a criterion to guide the experts in defining age-limits. In any case, the
United States delegation, which had a perfectly open mind on the question, did not think
that any ship should be retained beyond the limit of her usefulness. Surely all delegations
were agreed that no one had the right to send men to sea in ships which were not entirely
safe.

He had been much interested in the Soviet delegate's observations regarding
modernisation. The United States of America had modernised certain vessels in a desire to
effect economies. In point of fact, whereas a new battleship would have cost between
30 and 40 million dollars, the modernisation of an existing battleship cost only six million.
That was a great saving to Governments, and the useful life of ships was thereby extended.
He thought the Commission should pay great attention to this point.

He fully approved the President's suggestion that all delegations should meditate the
points at issue and be prepared to explain their proposals concerning age-limits and
replacement, so that when the Commission met again in April these matters could be settled.

It was a fact that some vessels speedily built in the great war did not possess a very
considerable margin of safety. No doubt exceptions could be made for such cases if the
delegations concerned frankly explained their case. The principle to bear in mind was the
necessity of saving money without impairing efficiency.

He would like, therefore, to make a formal proposal on the lines of the President's
suggestion, that the various questions outstanding should be carefully examined by the
various delegations during the recess, so that when the Commission reassembled they could
explain their proposals and reach a final settlement. The United States of America would
carefully and sympathetically study all the proposals submitted, as they had no desire in
these times of crisis to sanction the replacement of ships unless such replacement was absolutely
inevitable.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, speaking as Swedish delegate, desired to explain
Sweden's policy. Sweden had consistently urged that one of the best ways to reduce armaments
was to extend the age-limit. The Swedish delegation was therefore very glad to note the trend
of the present discussion, and would support the proposals which went furthest in the direction
of extending age-limits. The discussion seemed to warrant a hope that the Commission would
make appreciable progress as regards at least one of the problems raised by the reduction
of naval armaments.

The PRESIDENT warmly supported the United States proposal that delegations should
review the whole problem during the recess and send in definite reasoned proposals to
the Bureau before the next session. Though this proposal had been made only in connection
with age-limits and replacements, he thought it might apply to all the other problems before
the Naval Commission.

The Naval Commission had now been in session for a week and could be said to have
made progress. It would probably have made greater progress in regard to certain naval
problems had these not been so intimately bound up with political problems and questions
of principle. The Naval Commission could now advance no further until the General
Commission had decided certain outstanding points.

He felt bound to say one word with regard to the general progress of the Conference.
Up to the present, the Conference's work had run parallel to that of the Preparatory
Commission-namely, it had been dealing only with the framework of the Convention. That
essential part of the work would, of course, have to continue at the next session; but the
Conference would also have to deal courageously with the problems of the figures to be inserted
in the general tables, and the Naval Commission must be prepared to begin the discussion
of questions of substance.
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SIXTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, April 26th, 1932, at 4.30 pt.-.

President: M. COLBAN.

i6. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, I932

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)): GENERAL DISCUSSION.

The PRESIDENT read the following resolution adopted by the General Commission on
April 22nd

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the
previous resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.26 (i)), the Conference is of opinion that
the range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the competent special
commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically
offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to
civilians."

The Naval Commission, without concerning itself with the action to be taken by the
General Commission in the matter, was required to consider the range of sea armaments
with a view to selecting those which were most specifically of the character mentioned in
the General Commission's resolution. It was required, in fact, to select "those weapons
whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national
defence or most threatening to civilians," not to state that a particular weapon did or did not
possess those characteristics in some degree. Obviously, according to circumstances, all
weapons might be offensive and might, by the way they were used or abused, become threaten-
ing to civilians.

The Naval Commission could perform the task entrusted to it in various ways. It might
consider, in the light of the General Commission's resolutions, all the proposals for the prohibi-
tion or internationalisation of certain weapons summarised in the " Co-ordinating Table of
the draft Convention and of the propositions referred to the General Commission " (document
Conf.D.Io2). On the other hand, the various delegations might study the matter and submit
these proposals or fresh proposals to the Commission.

The President would not ask the Commission to make a choice between the various
possible methods; certain methods might, moreover, be combined. He would rather ask
it to begin with a general discussion. Some of the delegations would no doubt wish to express
their views on the resolution.

The Bureau desired to draw the Commission's attention to certain armaments which,
though they were not, strictly speaking, sea armaments, nevertheless concerned the Naval
Commission, such as fortifications situated near the coast-line-in particular, those controlling
the entrance to certain straits.

The Naval Commission would also have to consider the question of mines.
Finally, with regard to chemical and bacteriological forms of warfare, the Commission

should, in any event, make itself conversant with the results achieved by the Land and Air
Commissions, in order to take these into account in its own work. The Bureau would keep
in close touch, in this connection, with the bureaux of the other two commissions.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) said that, in studying the General Commission's
resolution, the United Kingdom delegation had observed that it would be very difficult to
draw a clear distinction between the first two criteria proposed in the resolution. This was
doubtless because the circumstances of naval warfare were entirely different from those of
land warfare. Vice-Admiral Pound would therefore consider these two criteria together.

In the first place, the meaning of " those weapons whose character is the most specifically
offensive or those most efficacious against national defence " should be made clear. The United
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Kingdom delegation considered that the underlying idea was to select those weapons which
enabled the attack of an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked.

Any warship might be employed, either for the offensive or the defensive, and, as the units
of a fleet usually operated in groups, it would be difficult to distinguish between offensive and
defensive arms.

It would seem, also, that the General Commission's resolution was based, inter alia, on
the statement that scientific developments had recently led to the appearance of weapons
which were particularly effective in breaking down a country's defence. Such developments
had not taken place in the naval sphere.

Several delegations had included in offensive armaments certain types of vessels-in
particular, capital ships over a given tonnage, aircraft-carriers and submarines. Vice-Admiral
Pound would review these three types of vessels in succession. 

(i) With regard to capital ships, the discussion could be approached either from the
theoretical aspect or in the light of events which had actually occurred. There was an English
proverb which said that an ounce of practice was worth a ton of theory. Vice-Admiral Pound
would consider the question purely from the practical aspect.

Undoubtedly, large capital ships were particularly well equipped to check the offensive
operations of the enemy. During the world war it had been noted that they were chiefly
employed for defensive purposes-in particular, for the protection of convoys. Only on very
rare occasions had they been employed for offensive operations. The example of the
Dardanelles might be quoted, and there they had suffered a very marked defeat. The defence
was always broken, not by capital ships, but by troops which had been landed.

It could therefore be said that the ability of a naval Power to invade a territory depended,
not on whether it possessed a particular type of vessel, but solely on its general naval superiority.
For example, in the case of two countries which possessed only destroyers in a particular area,
it would be easy for the stronger to neutralise the enemy fleet and to land troops under the
protection of firing from its vessels.

Capital ships had certainly been used for the bombardment of coastal-defence works
on a few occasions, but such operations could not break down a country's defence. Moreover,
such bombardments could have been undertaken by lesser vessels with practically the same
effect.

(2) With regard to aircraft-carriers, their fighting value resided, not in their own power,
which was weak, seeing that they were very vulnerable and relatively little armed, but in
the torpedo and bombing aircraft they carried.

In any case, even if bombing operations were not prohibited in the future Convention,
an air attack from one or more aircraft-carriers would always be less effective than an attack
from a land base, and for several reasons. In the first place, the total tonnage of the aircraft-
carriers at the disposal of a fleet was necessarily limited. On the other hand, they could not
have on board bombing aicraft as large as were utilised in land aviation. Again, all who had
had experience of the manoeuvres of an aircraft-carrier knew the difficulties of operation.

Even if bombing operations were prohibited in the future Convention, aircraft-carriers
would still be necessary, as their principal mission was to provide reconnaissance aeroplanes
with a floating aerodrome on which to land, and these reconnaissance aeroplanes would be
indispensable as long as there were air bases on land. Without them, a fleet would be blind.

In the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation, the offensive power of vessels, from
the point of view from which it was now being discussed, would not be altered by any reduction
in their size. Suggestions for the reduction in size of various classes of vessels had, however,
been made by the Japanese delegation-in particular, in the case of capital ships and aircraft-
carriers, and there might be good reasons for such reductions. The United Kingdom Govern-
ment was ready to give its most sympathetic consideration to such proposals when the
appropriate time came for discussing them.

(3) With regard to submarines, there had been a good deal of discussion as to whether
they were offensive or defensive weapons. Without entering into the controversy, Vice-
Admiral Pound would simply point out that, in any case, it could not be said that submarines
could rapidly break down a country's defence.

The next question was to what extent the three types of vessels under discussion were
threatening to civilians.

Navies generally were historically more tender in their treatment of civilians than were
armies.

Civilians at sea had for long had special rights of protection by custom and international
law. In the case of bombardment of towns by ships, special arrangements had been accepted
in a Hague Convention to minimise, as far as possible, the danger to civilian life.

Consequently, it could not be suggested from past experience or for other reasons that
any type of surface ship was specially threatening to civilians.
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The submarine was, however, an exception to the general rule mentioned in connectionwith surface ships. Recent experience had shown that the submarine was a weapon thatmight in use be most threatening to civilians.
That arose from the fact that from its inherent qualities it was a weapon-particularly

susceptible to abuse in certain circumstances. That had been recognised in the Treaty signedat Washington on the subject of submarines. In the Washington Treaty, the signatory Powershad recognised the practical impossibility of using submarines as commerce-destroyers withoutviolating the requirements universally accepted by civilised nations for the protection ofthe lives of neutrals and non-combatants.
The parties to Part IV of the London Naval Treaty had accepted as the established rulesof international law that submarines, in their action with regard to merchant ships, mustconform to the rules of internatonal law to which surface vessels were subject. If that rulewere generally accepted by all States, the threat to civilian life by the sub-marine wouldof course, be much reduced.
In conclusion, Vice-Admiral Pound stated that, in the opinion of the United Kingdom

delegation, no class of warship was specifically offensive. With regard to the safety of civilians,submarines should be classified as a weapon which was peculiarly threatening to them.

Captain MARONI (Italy) pointed out that the Italian delegation, taking as a basisthe three criteria proposed in the General Commission's resolution, had submitted to theConference the following proposals with regard to the naval arm:

(i) The simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines;
(2) The abolition of aircraft-carriers.

It had proposed the simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines because itconsidered that these units might have a specifically offensive character, and be most efficaciousagainst national defence. Captain Maroni would explain why the Italian delegation
considered that these two types of vessels should be abolished simultaneously.

It had proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers because it considered that they could beparticularly threatening to civilians.
It was difficult, as the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, M. Grandi, had pointedout in his speech in the General Commission, to draw a precise line between offensive anddefensive armaments. But M. Grandi had added that this practical problem must be solvedin the light of common sense and the experience acquired during the world war, whichexperience, moreover, had served in the preparation of Part V of the Treaties of Peace. Navalsuperiority at present belonged to the countries with the most capital ships and the mostpowerful capital ships. The real aggressive power of a fleet resided in its capital ships.Captain Maroni thoughtt hardly necessary to mention that the aggressive power of avessel of 35,000 tons was more than twenty times greater than that of a vessel of io,ooo tons.
Only submarines could dare to face capital ships. Consequently, if submarines alone were

abolished, the country with the most powerful capital ships would have absolute and undisputed
naval supremacy.

The action of submarines, especially at the beginning of a conflict, and within the purview
of purely military operations, might also be distinctly offensive. On the other hand, to thehumanitarian objections justified by the activity of submarines during the world war, it could
be replied that the provisions of the Treaty of London, under which submarines were subjectto the rules applicable to surface vessels, could be made general and embodied in the
Disarmament Convention.

The simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines would not appreciably affectthe scale of values of the various fleets, and it was this simultaneous abolition alone whichwould permit of an effective reduction in the aggressive power of navies. On the other hand,the abolition of submarines alone would bring about i an unfair and unjustifiable equilibrium.
Aircraft-carriers could be regarded as extremely mobile floating stations for bombing

aircraft. Indeed, if reconnaissance aircraft and fighters could be embarked on board ordinary
vessels, even of small tonnage, without difficulty, bombing aircraft could be transported
only on aircraft-carriers. The extreme mobility and the great range of action of these vesselsincreased the scope and efficacity of the bombing aircraft they carried to a considerable extent.

Aircraft on board an aircraft-carrier had an enormous offensive capacity for bombingland objectives, and their remote base preserved them from attack. They could also attackcommercial traffic lines, contrary to the generally accepted laws.
The Italian delegation therefore considered that aircraft-carriers were clearly aggressiveand destructive.
In conclusion, Captain Maroni reiterated what M. Grandi had already said in theGeneral Commission-namely, that the Italian delegation was prepared to consider a schemefor the gradual abolition of the classes of vessel in question, and that, in its view, an undertaking

to destroy them might, in certain cases, be equivalent in practice to an undertaking not toreplace them.
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M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) read the following proposal submitted by the German
delegation:

" For the purpose of specifying, in accordance with the resolution of the General
Commission, dated April 22nd, the weapons:

" (I) Whose character is the most specifically offensive;
" (2) Which are most efficacious against national defence;
"(3) Which are most threatening to civilians;

"The Naval Commission has decided to designate the foilowling weapons as
corresponding to the above definitions :

(a) Capital ships whose standard displacment is over Io,ooo tons anltd which
carry a gun of a calibre over 280 mm. (II inches);

(b) All aircraft-carriers;
" (c) All submarines;

(d) All chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare."

In explaining the German point of view, he would refrain from commenting on the
proposals of other delegations. In dealing with the naval aspect of the problem, moreover, he
he could only repeat M. Nadolny's observations of the previous week, on which the German
proposals were based.

The German delegation noted with satisfaction the proposals for reducing or abolishing
armaments of a specifically offensive character, but what had been said in this connection
was not sufficient.

Indeed, there were no better criteria for selecting these weapons than those upon which
certain provisions of the Treaty of Versailles were based. Immediately after the world war,
a large number of experts agreed upon the armaments to be forbidden to Germany with the
well-defined object of making any aggression on her part impossible. This point had been
reproduced in a number of official documents.

Further, M. Grandi and Sir John Simon had referred to the Treaty of Versailles in a
similar sense in their speeches, and the idea had been taken up in many Press articles through-
out the world-in particular, quite recently in The Times. The Commission would not be
surprised, therefore, by the German delegation's proposals.

Apart from the general suggestion that certain provisions of the Treaty of Versailles should
be used as a guide in replying to the questions which the General Commission had put to the
Naval Commission, M. von Rheinbaben would confine himself to several brief observations,
and would make further observations when the matters were discussed in detail.

(I) It seemed obvious that capital ships whose standard displacement was over a certain
tonnage were of a distinctly offensive character. That had been recognised at the Washington
Conference and in numerous documents submitted to the present Conference. International
public opinion was clearly in favour of their abolition.

They were certainly the chief element in all naval armament, and the special character
of these formidable units should be made clear.

(2) If the German proposal to abolish all military aviation were adopted, there would
obviously be no reason for the existence of aircraft-carriers. But, for the purposes of
the present discussion, the German delegation desired to point out that aircraft-carriers
could attack areas which would otherwise be free from attack on account of their remoteness.
They were a specially efficacious arm against countries which did not themselves possess
aircraft-carriers.

(3) The discussions with regard to submarines would probably be lengthy. The
arguments for or against retaining them had already been put forward at Washington, and
there were great divergencies of opinion. M. von Rheinbaben thought that those who upheld
the submarine did so, not because they considered it a defensive weapon, but because it enabled
them to maintain a small, not very costly and very efficacious fleet against capital ships.
He himself had no doubt about the matter. In 1919, indeed, submarines were forbidden to
Germany on account of their offensive character.

(4) The Commission would consider later, as the President had proposed, the question
of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare.

(5) Finally, the German delegation had proposed, during the general discussion, that
certain fortresses which commanded communications between two open seas should be
abolished. This request was based on the special restrictions imposed on Germany under
Article I95 of the Treaty of Versailles.

Although the German delegation considered that this question was connected with the
second criterion laid down in the General Commission's resolution, M. von Rheinbaben, in
conformity with the President's suggestions, would not at present deal with it.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) pointed out that the Spanish delegation had
proposed the abolition of a number of classes of warships. He would give explanations later,
when the questions were discussed in detail.
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In his opinion, it would be very difficult to define the offensive or defensive characteristics
of the different classes of vessels, but the Commission could fairly easily prepare lists in the light
of the proposals already made. The objects of these proposals were as follows :

(a) To abolish capital ships over a given tonnage and to limit the calibre of their guns;
(b) To abolish aircraft-carriers;
(c) To abolish submarines;
(d) To lay down rules respecting the use of mines;
(e) To prohibit chemical and bacteriological warfare;
(/) To abolish fortifications controlling certain straits.

A number of conclusions could already be drawn from the discussion.
In the first place, there was apparently unanimity as to the abolition of the use of poison

gas and of bacteriological warfare.
Seeing that the Air Commission had before it a proposal for the abolition of all military

aviation, it would seem useless to discuss for the moment the question of aircraft-carriers.

It remained for the Commission to reach a decision with regard to:

(i) Capital ships of over Io,ooo tons, for example, and carrying guns of a calibre
over 203 mm. (8 inches);

(2) Submarines; and
(3) Rules respecting the use of mines.

Vice-Admiral Montagut y Mir6 considered that the Commission should hear the views
of the delegations on each of these points, and then proceed to a vote.

The PRESIDENT stated that he had suggested a general discussion precisely to enable the
various delegations to explain whether the grounds for the proposals they had submitted with
regard to the abolition of certain classes of vessels were the three criteria indicated in the
General Commission's resolution. These proposals might, indeed, be due to entirely different
considerations.

It appeared from the statements made at the present meeting and those to be made at the
following meeting, that an agenda could be prepared which would enable the Commission
to reply to the General Commission's questions.

SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, April 27th, I932, at Io.30 a.m.

President M. COLBAN.

I7. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE

RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, I932

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)): GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) said that the question now under examination
was of a technical character and was designed and intended to have a technical reply. As a
preliminary, he had requested the naval adviser of the United States delegation to prepare
a statement.

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) read the following statement:

" I. In the original American proposal bearing upon qualitative limitation of armaments,
it was pointed out that one, and perhaps the most important of all, of the factors affecting
security was the fear of invasion. That fear was largely based upon the existence of certain
weapons which seemed peculiarly adapted, or, in the language of our terms of reference,
specifically adapted, to increase aggressive power at the expense of defensive power. Three
weapons of land warfare were designated as most obviously falling within this category. The
feeling of security, it was believed, could not be improved or restored until there was also
restored to defence the superiority it enjoyed in former times, and the only way to restore
such superiority was to abolish weapons of this specific, inherent, aggressive quality.
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"2. The proposal to extend this ' aggressive-defensive ' classification to naval weapons
ignores some fundamental military considerations which should be frankly recognised.

"3. With one exception, there is little similarity or analogy between land and naval
warfare so far as offence and defence are concerned. The primary element in security is
security against invasion and the forcible destruction or usurpation of territorial sovereignty.
No nation exercises sovereignty at sea in a territorial sense. The object of naval warfare is
control of the sea, and this control has to do with commerce. Whatever its importance or
however vital to a nation's economic life, the integrity of ocean-borne commerce cannot
reasonably be compared to the security of its territorial sovereignty. It fluctuates in time of
peace as well as in war.

" 4. Certain naval types have been stigmatised as aggressive, notably battleships and
aircraft-carriers. It is almost a naval truism that these very types are actually the least
effective and the most inefficient with respect to action against merchant craft. The thesis of
aggressive-defensive definition pushed to such limits as this involves a fallacy which cannot
but inject an inherent weakness into any conclusions it may lead to.

" 5. The abolition of capital ships, submarines and aircraft-carriers would involve an
entire recast of the theory of naval armament-its organisation, design and employment-
on the part of naval Powers possessing those types. It would bring about a new evaluation
as to the relative importance and functions of remaining types, with corresponding necessities
for changes in design. Different nations would be affected differently. Our own fleet, for exam-
ple, is built around the battleship as the principal type. The category of capital ships determines
the type and number of ships required in other categories in order to achieve what we call
a ' balanced fleet '. As a consequence, and more importantly, it determines the usefulness
of our fleet to meet the naval necessities imposed upon us by our individual geographical and
political situation. Many other Powers might be but slightly affected.

" 6. The adoption of so broad and sweeping a measure could not but violate the principle
of having due regard for the individual necessities of nations.

" 7. We have already advocated the abolition of submarines. It might be argued that the
abolition of this category is subject to the objections we have set forth with respect to other
categories, but in our opinion it is not. The submarine category stands apart, separate and
distinct from all other categories of naval craft, which are surface types, and designed to
act in co-operation. The submarine has no fundamental connection with or dependence upon
any other surface type. It is the enemy of all types except itself. Generally speaking, subma-
rines are not even efficient as a weapon against other submarines either in offence or defence.

"8. The exception mentioned as offering a similarity between land and naval warfare
lies in the ocean transport of troops. To nations with large overseas possessions the security
of these possessions may amount to a question of essential territorial sovereignty, and to
defend it the ocean transport of troops may be necessary. As it happens, however, even this
feature of the matter has little bearing upon the question of naval types of ships. Troops are
transported either in merchant ships or in ships of the merchant type. They may be regarded
as a specially important class of contraband. Naval types are no more offensive or defensive
with respect to these transports than they are with respect to any other type of merchantmen.

" 9. The distinction between ' aggressive' and ' defensive' weapons cannot be applied
to naval forces. Naval forces themselves cannot effect invasion or exercise sovereignty over
enemy territory. On the other hand, they are the first line of defence against invasion. The
protection from invasion of a long coast-line can be accomplished more efficiently and more
economically by sea forces than by a line of shore fortifications. No naval types can be charac-
terised as specifically ' offensive'. Their missions may be entirely ' defensive'. Nor can
any naval type be said to be ' efficacious against national defence' or 'threatening to civil
populations ' "

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation was prepared to discuss point
by point the aspects of the problem of quantative limitation when the various types of
armaments came to be examined in detail. At the present preliminary discussion, he would
merely submit a few general observations to define the attitude of the Polish delegation.
They believed that, in considering the present points referred to them by the General
Commission, it was also necessary to bear in mind another resolution which that Commission
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had adopted on April g9th, which referred specifically to Article 8 of the Covenant and pointed
out that account should also be taken of the geographical and special conditions of each
State. There were States which, owing to their geographical configuration and coast-line,
could not possibly constitute a danger to their maritime neighbours. Whatever armaments
such States possessed, those armaments could never become offensive in the strict sense of
the term. Poland possessed neither capital ships nor aircraft-carriers-those were vessels
which concerned countries having wider maritime interests. He felt bound, however, to draw
the Commission's attention to the importance of submarines as a defensive arm for less
developed navies whose primary purpose was to defend the coasts of their country and its
commercial interests in a relatively restricted area.

The Polish delegation was of opinion that these vessels, though highly useful for defence,
were not particularly effective as a weapon against national defences, nor did they constitute
a menace for civilians. The conditions under which these vessels could be employed had
changed considerably since the world war. At the present time, submarines could, practically
speaking, be employed only against warships. The rules laid down in Part IV of the Treaty of
London, signed by the five leading naval Powers, who, taken together, possessed most of the
submarines in the world, had subjected the action of submarines against merchant ships to the
same rules of international law as were laid down for surface vessels. The contracting parties
to that Treaty had invited all other Powers to approve these rules. Obviously, in these
circumstances, civilians on merchant vessels ran no special risk from submarines.

From the point of view of national defence, submarines were mainly the defensive elements
for the protection of coasts and territorial waters. Their existence made it possible to reduce
the effectives and equipment for fixed coastal defences, with a consequent decrease in expen-
diture and of the forces protecting the coast-line. The main arm of submarines was
the torpedo; but the number of torpedoes which each submarine could carry was very limited.
Submarines were therefore more closely bound to their base than any surface vessel, which
possessed supplies of munitions enabling it to engage the enemy on more than one
occasion without having to seek replenishment.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the present discussion
was of particular importance as regarded the whole problem of qualitative disarmament.
He would remind the Commission of M. Litvinoff's observation that the problem of qualitative
disarmament was only one aspect of the greater problem of the reduction of armaments.
Quantity was also a factor in determining the offensive possibilities of the various categories
of naval armaments. If after abolishing capital ships or submarines it was not found possible
to secure simultaneously substantial reduction in the tonnage of the present fleets of the
most powerful countries, the distinction between specifically offensive or defensive naval
armaments would have no meaning. He could not possibly endorse any tendency to suggest
that the normalisation of the use of offensive naval arms in wartime could be a substitute for
the abolition and reduction of naval means of attack. He agreed with the observations of the
United Kingdom delegate that the meaning of " specifically offensive weapons " must be
settled by experience and observation and not by a purely theoretical discussion. How could
a modern naval force imperil national defence ? There were five ways in which it could do so:
(I) by the blockade of ports in all its forms; (2) by the preparation of invasion; (3) by the
attacking of merchant vessels on the high seas ; (4) by the attacking of vital centres of
the country' by aircraft attached to floating bases; (5) by the attacking of these same
centres when they were within the range of heavy naval guns.

These operations could not be carried out without the aid of a particular type of vessel
possessing the special offensive characteristics which should be abolished without reserve.
If the characteristics of the fundamental types of existing vessels were studied, it would be
seen that some had been so developed as to have acquired a specifically offensive character.
These characteristics were, for instance, heavy displacement, large radius of action, calibre
and range of guns, in certain cases, speed, and so on. The Soviet delegation could not, therefore,
limit the list of offensive naval weapons to large submarines having a wide radius of action.
Clearly, capital ships could be utilised to guard sea communications. But, as soon as they
were numerous, capital ships became an offensive arm, an indispensable part of the forces
required to invade a foreign territory. He doubted whether the example of the Dardanelles
operations could really be quoted as proof of the ineffectiveness of the action of capital ships
against coast defences. As far as their knowledge went, there were many reasons other than
the quality of the capital ships which led to the failure of that interesting operation. Not
merely capital ships, but also monitors with heavy guns, and even certain types of
Washington cruisers, were extremely useful for invasion operations against enemy territory.
Consequently, not only capital ships, but also certain types of Washington cruisers, possessed
certain qualitative properties which precluded their inclusion in the category of defensive
armaments.
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Large submarines were clearly an aggressive arm, in the same way as aircraft-carriers
in which large aircraft could be transported. The German delegation had rightly pointed
out that the Versailles Treaty, drawn up under the immediate impression of the world war, had
given a correct description of the naval arms which might be regarded as offensive.
M. Ventzoff would merely add that this description should be extended to include the vast
development which had taken place in the last ten years in the technicalities of naval
construction. Accordingly, and in conformity with its scheme for the reduction of armaments,
the Soviet delegation thought that it would be possible to draw up the following basic list of
offensive naval arms;

(I) All warships of over o0,000 tons displacement whose maximum gun calibre
exceeds I2 inches;

(2) All aircraft-carriers and all other special means for transporting aircraft;

(3) All submarines of over 600 tons;
(4) All chemical and bacteriological methods of naval warfare.

When this list came to be discussed in detail, other kinds of offensive armaments might
be added to it. For instance, in view of technical developments, the tonnage of submarines
might be still further decreased.

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) said that the value of the general discussion was to enable
the Commission to determine what categories of the various naval armaments would have to
be discussed before a reply could be given to the General Commission on the points submitted.
The Netherlands delegation would have a word to say on these several categories when the time
came. At present, all it asked was that " automatic contact mines " should be added to the
list of armaments to be discussed from the point of view of the General Commission's
resolution. Regulations for these mines had been adopted at the second Hague Peace
Conference in I907, and, a few years later, the Institute of International Law had
proposed the abolition of high-sea mines. The Netherlands delegation desired that this
question should be taken up again, and that the proposal of the Institute of International
Law for the prohibition of these mines should be endorsed. Automatic contact mines clearly
came within the scope of the third point referred to the Commission, as they were, whatever
their military employment, extremely dangerous to the civilian population. They had been
responsible for thousands of deaths during the last war, and even for a long time afterwards.

M. SAITO (Japan) made the following statement:

" The Japanese delegation believes that, in the field of naval armaments, the armaments
whose character is the most specifically offensive, which are most efficacious against national
defence and which are most threatening to civilians, are (I) aircraft-carriers and (2) naval
vessels equipped with landing-on platforms or decks for aircraft, and that no weapons are
more qualified to be selected for the purpose of qualitative limitation.

" In the selection of weapons having one or more of the characteristics enumerated by the
General Commission, it is naturally important that attention should be directed to the innate
and intrinsic character of the weapons, as well as to their use. From that point of view, the
two kinds of war-vessels just mentioned possess, in their nature and use, all three characteristics
-i.e., they are specifically offensive, efficacious against national defence, and threatening
to civilians.

" I. (I) Aircraft-carriers possess extensive mobility and add tremendously to the mobility
of aircraft. As a result, it is no exaggeration to say that not even the remotest part of the globe
will be beyond the reach of their threatening power. Augmenting so much the action and power
of aircraft, the aircraft-carrier is of a highly aggressive character and is a suitable weapon
for surprise attacks. (2) When such aircraft-carriers are afloat, the national defence relations
between countries are bound to become very complicated. No country, with the possible
exception of some inland States, can remain indifferent to the menace of an attack from the
air owing to the existence of aircraft-carriers. (3) Further, the presence of aircraft-carriers
greatly increases the aggressive nature of a fleet. (4-) Of course, aircraft-carriers could be used
for defensive purposes in the vicinity of their home country, but nothing is more unpractical
and unwise. There is no navy, I am sure, that will use aircraft-carriers for coast defence
purposes. The reasons are, first, that the construction and maintenance of the aircraft-carrier
entail a great financial outlay; and, secondly, the same purpose can be effectively served by
coastal air forces. (5) New weapons are always especially effective when they first make their
appearance. The submarine proved to be so at the time of the world war. The aircraft-carrier
is a new weapon that has appeared after the world war. If the aircraft-carrier comes to be
used actually in warfare, it may cause unexpected destruction and may constitute a great
menace to civilians.

" The only objects at which submarines aim their attacks are enemy vessels, and the damage
they can inflict is confined to the sea. This is not the case with aircraft-carriers, which can work
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havoc on land as well as at sea, including among the potential victims of attack buildings,
railways and civilian population.

"II. As regards vessels equipped with landing-on platforms or decks, at the time of the
London Naval Conference of I930, it was agreed between the United States of America, Great
Britain and Japan that certain cruisers might be equipped with such platforms or decks.
That agreement was reached out of a humane desire to increase the personal safety of those
flying over the sea. It was only intended to permit the erection of such, relatively small,
platforms or decks as would be necessary for that humanitarian purpose. It would be regrettable
if, on the strength of that agreement, cruisers were to be converted into something very
similar to aircraft-carriers-an eventuality entirely foreign to the spirit in which the agreement
was reached and to the spirit of disarmament itself. Fortunately, no cruisers have, as yet,
been equipped with aircraft landing-on platforms or decks, and it would seem opportune and
well advised for this Conference to arrive at an agreement to prohibit such equipment on naval
vessels. Moreover, if we could agree to the abolition of aircraft-carriers, the necessity for the
saving of lives of aviators with no equipment for alighting on water would disappear of itself.

" These are the reasons for which we propose the selection of the aircraft-carrier and the
vessel equipped with landing-on platforms or decks for aircraft as the aggressive weapons
contemplated by the decision of the General Commission.

"I wish to mention, on this occasion, that the question of vessels carrying aircraft
naturally bears a close relation to the question of air forces. I believe that this question
is also being discussed in the Air Commission. But it can be considered independently of the
problem of the internationalisation of civil aviation. It is capable of solution, in the opinion
of the Japanese delegation, as a naval question without reference to the Air Commission.

"As regards capital ships, the Japanese delegation listened with great interest to the views
expressed here yesterday by the delegate of the United Kingdom regarding the capital ship,
and we entirely share his views that the capital ship cannot be regarded as a weapon most
specifically offensive.

With regard to submarines, it is a well-recognised fact that the submarine, being slow in
speed and poorly armed, cannot possibly compete on the water with any kind of surface craft
or aircraft. It is sometimes regarded as an offensive weapon, solely on account of its peculiar
characteristic of being able to submerge and conceal its presence. But a submarine, when
submerged, is much slower in speed and has a decidely narrower field of vision than when on the
surface. Under water, the period during which it can continue in action is much shortened,
and the presence of a single chaser in the vicinity will prevent its coming to the surface. It
lacks mobility, and it is only when the enemy vessel comes into close proximity that the
submarine can display its offensive power. A submarine cannot pursue its enemy or carry
on a prolonged action against him. The ability to veil its movements in secrecy is an attribute
that gives the submarine, not an offensive, but a defensive value. Hence, a nation which is
faced with the necessity of protecting far-flung possessions and strategic areas and yet cannot
possess an adequate strength in surface craft can find no weapon so peculiarly effective for
defence as the submarine.

"Because the submarine was frequently used during the world war as a raider of mercantile
shipping, it is sometimes criticised as being an inhuman weapon of war. But such criticism,
we believe, takes into consideration only those cases in which the submarine was abused.
Similarly viewed, there is no vessel or weapon of war which, according to its use, could escape
the same criticism. As a matter of fact, there are weapons which could be productive of
consequences far more inhuman than the submarine. In view of such attributes of the
submarine, the Japanese delegation does not incline to regard the submarine as an aggressive
weapon."

Colonel MARTOLA (Finland) said that the Finnish delegation merely wished to
emphasise a point which had emerged from the various speeches heard in the course of the
general discussion-namely, it was difficult to find any convincing or unassailable argument
against submarines as compared with capital ships in seeking to determine what naval arma-
ments were most specifically offensive in character, most effective against national defence
and threatening to civilians. Capital ships existed before submarines were thought of-in fact,
the submarine was first invented in order to counter the formidable power of capital ships.
That was why-and, indeed, that was the only reason why-small countries whose resources
did not permit them to possess large surface vessels, constructed and maintained submarines.
Submarines, therefore, existed because capital ships existed. Without submarines, small
fleets would be totally deprived of means of defence against more powerful fleets of surface
vessels. It might, moreover, be asked how a submarine could equal a capital ship in offensive
powers in the matter of bombarding coastal defences, for instance. Submarines of small
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tonnage and low range of action were, in fact, designed for defensive rather than offensive
purposes. Certainly, wrongful use could be made of submarines against merchant vessels.
In that case, submarines might, to a certain extent, threaten civilians; but, in this case also,
if the use of submarines were governed by the rules adopted in London, submarines
would constitute no greater menace to civilians than surface vessels. That was all the more
true of submarines of low tonnage with a small radius of action which could not proceed
very far from the coasts it was their duty to defend.

In conclusion, therefore, he wished to draw the Commission's attention to the fact that
small countries were interested in submarines only as a consequence of the existence of more
powerful naval armaments.

Rear-Admiral Lu (China) said that the Chinese delegation regarded capital ships as
being of a highly aggressive nature and as a powerful means of attack against national defences.
The power of capital ships armed with long-range guns to wreak destruction by attacking
coasts and coastal fortifications had been amply demonstrated. They were therefore aggressive
weapons within the meaning of Points I and 2 referred to the Naval Commission by the General
Commission. He agreed with the German delegation that aircraft-carriers were also an
essentially offensive weapon. Submarines-particularly large submarines-not only possessed
terrific offensive power, but were bound to cause risk to civilian travellers by sea. Lastly,
the opinion was almost unanimous that forms of chemical and bacteriological warfare were
to be regarded as aggressive in the highest degree.

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, April 28th, I932, at io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

18. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE

RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, I932
(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) : GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation).

M. Charles DUMONT (France) pointed out that the problem the Naval Commission had
been discussing for two days had been referred to it by two resolutions of the General Commis-
sion. The first resolution declared approval of the principle of qualitative disarmament-that
was to say, the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession or use
of which, in view of their offensive character, should be absolutely prohibited to all States
or internationalised by means of a general convention. The second resolution stated that
those weapons should be selected whose character was the most specifically offensive or those
most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians.

No doubt these two motions had raised great hopes in many countries. It could probably
be said that they had nowhere been welcomed with such favour and hope as in France. France
had no desire to annex an inch of territory or one human family in any part of the world.
Her policy was strictly defensive. She had only one aim - having been invaded four times,
she desired security, desired peace. What need had she for specifically offensive armaments,
those which threatened the life and property of civilians, those which might destroy organisa-
tions for the defence of frontiers, since all she desired was to be left inpeace ? Consequently,
any decisions taken first by the Naval Commission and subsequently by the General Commis-
sion against purely offensive armaments already had the full support of French public opinion.

With regard to naval armaments in particular, France would welcome enthusiastically
the removal of any fear that specifically offensive armaments would be used against her.

A very large proportion of her population lived on the shores of the North Sea, the English
Channel, the Atlantic, and the two French shores of the Mediterranean. She had to protect
her very special communications with Algeria. Three departments of France were on the other
side of the Mediterranean. She kept a large part of her troops in North Africa. From the point
of view of Article 8 of the League Covenant, it was these circumstances which governed the
conditions and rules she had to bear in mind in deciding what was the necessary minimum for
security, and what naval armaments she required.
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Her sole need, her sole aim, in all this was to protect herself. She had no ambitions. He
was therefore able to say that any anti-offensive policy was France's policy.

How could the Commission examine carefully the questions put to it ? It seemed to
him that it would be a good plan to pass from the simple to the complex, from what was
clear to what was less clear. He would therefore adopt the inverse order to that adopted in
the General Commission's resolution. He would first consider naval armaments in the light
of the third criterion-those most threatening to civilians. That was a simple, clear idea
which should help the Commission to reach conclusions. Secondly, he would consider armaments
which might be destructive and threatening to national defence organisations. Finally, he
would come to the categories of vessels which might be specially offensive.

With regard to naval armaments particularly threatening to civilians, the French dele-
gation desired first to support fully the arguments put forward by the Netherlands
delegate on the previous day. Automatic contact mines should never be drifting mines;
they should never be laid in the open sea; they should only be laid anchored in territorial
waters, on condition perhaps that a somewhat different definition were found for territorial
waters. It was fundamental that the defence should have at least the same rights as the attack.
Consequently, the range of a gun should, generally speaking, constitute the limits of the waters
in which automatic mines might be laid. The French delegation would always oppose any
attempt to justify the laying of mines in the open sea. Mines should be used only for defence
or for blockading coasts and ports close to the coast-line. Mines should be specially marked,
so to speak, by the nations which used them.

The League should have technical control over the manufacture of mines, so that any
mine which broke away from its moorings was immediately made inoperative and so harmless.
Thousands of fishermen and passengers would then no longer be drowned, as they were
during and after the war, as a result of the explosion of drifting mines which had broken from
their moorings.

In the second place, the Commission had to consider surface vessels. How could they
threaten civilians-? M. Charles Dumont considered that all surface vessels could threaten
civilians when they did not comply with the international rules laid down in the ninth Hague
Convention. Need he point out-although these recollections were particularly painful-
that during the last war surface vessels attacked and bombarded open, undefended towns ?
On the first day of the war, the Goeben and the Breslau had bombarded Philippeville and
B6ne. The number of dead and wounded in those towns was smaller than in Hartlepool and
Scarborough. But the bombardment was a sign that, from the very first day, the Goeben
had torn up for the duration of the war all the conventions signed at The Hague and elsewhere.
That must not happen again. Surface vessels must comply with the international rules.
M. Charles Dumont would reiterate that respect for international rules was the foundation of
the whole of the new order. The new order would be one of trickery and hypocrisy if diso-
bedience to international law were not punished. There could be no clearer indication of the
aggressor within the meaning of Article I6 of the League Covenant than disobedience to the
international rules laid down in the convention to be drawn up by the Conference.

Consequently, all surface vessels which violated international law, attacked open towns,
or attacked ports and roadsteads without conforming to the rules contained in the ninth Hague
Convention, became offensive weapons. Were they therefore to be prohibited ? No. Surface
vessels, capital ships, all classes of cruisers, destroyers and torpedo-boats had their place
in a new policy, such as France's policy. They were parts of that whole which the United
States delegate called an " order of architecture ". The fact that a weapon could be used
for, criminal purposes should not condemn it.

With regard to submarines, M. Charles Dumont said that there was no paradox in the
statement that these vessels were the least threatening to civilians. Indeed, how were civilians
really threatened ? They could be threatened on land or on sea. They were threatened by
blind bombardment from a distance, or by an attack on warships in a port, which struck
the town itself and found victims among both combatants and non-combatants. The submarine
in itself was a very poor weapon for bombardment. The few shells it might fire were
of very little real danger to civilians. It might frighten the population. It might insult a port.
It had never done great damage to the population in ports or on the coast. It was a necessary
weapon. The members of the Commission had heard the small nations strongly affirm-
and France repeated it with them and after them-that the naval supremacy of the powerful
nations with a large number of big ships might become insupportable if submarines, the weapon
of the poor, did not introduce at sea, an element of mystery, of the unknown, so that the most
powerful fleets would never be so certain of success as to be tempted to abuse their, power. The
submarine was a weapon against the pride of power. It could be made the refuge of right.
It must be retained.

The submarine, which was of small value for land bombardment, was a formidable weapon
against surface war vessels. During the great war, 312,ooo tons of allied warships had been


